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CURRENT TOPICS. 


In an INTERESTING and able article in this month’s 
‘issue of the Fortnightly Review, Mr. Osborne Morgan has 
traced the history of the different schemes for facilitating 
land transfer in England, and has pointed attention to 
what is in reality the practical result of the considera- 
tion of the subject by his Select Committee. It is, to 
use the words of the report, that ‘‘ simplicity of transfer, 
‘to be of any value, pre-supposes simplicity of title, and 
tolegislate for the registration of titles without, as a 
Preliminary step, simplifying the titles to be registered, 
isto begin at the wrong end.” The good sense of this 

ggestion will not be disputed. It is doubtful whether 
We are ready for the trial of sny system of registration, 
Whether of titles or assurances, except as a tentative 
Measure to cure the evils of the Middlesex Registry. On 
the other hand, it iz clear that we cannot stop short in 
‘the course of conveyancing reform on which we have 
‘entered, and there is now, we believe, practical agree- 
“age among the members of the profession as to 

@ desirability of several of the reforms suggested by 
the committce The adoption of the ad valorem scale 
of charges, which lies at the root of the whole matter, is 
#Renerally admitted to be desirable, and as soon as this 
i8 settled, the subject of mortgages will be ripe for legis- 
Mr. Osborne Morgan says that, according to 
ent witnesses, the adoption of the suggestion of 
le committee that for legal mortgages there should be 
abstituted a simple charge, will effect a saving of several 
nilions a year. 


LOM pe 





Tue pecision of the Master of the Rolls in the case: 
of Labouchere v. Earl of Wharncliffe has added little to 
the curious branch of law, of recent development, relating 
to expulsion of members or officers of voluntary societies, 
In all these cases there are two questions to be decided: 
first, were the rules of the society properly complied 
with as regards the meeting at which the expulsion or 
dismissal was resolved upon; and if so, secondly, were 
the proceedings at the meeting such as, according to the 
rules laid down by the court for conducting “ quasi- 
judicial proceedings,” ought to have been adopted? In 
Mr. Labouchere’s case there was no need for the inquiry 
to go beyond the first of these questions. It was plain 
that the meeting at which he was dismissed was not 
properly convened, and that the resolution of expulsion 
was not properly passed under the rules. The question 
of general interest as to the regulations which the court 
has laid down for the conduct of inquiries by com- 
mittees of clubs was only briefly touched upon by the 
Master of the Rolls, but these regulations were fully 
stated by him in the recent case of Fisher v. Keane 
(L. R. 11 Ch. D. 353). The committee of a club, he 
said, are “a judicial or quasi-judicial tribunal,” and 
when proceeding under their rules against a mem- 
ber of the club for alleged misconduct, they ate 
bound to act uccording to the ordinary pria- 
ciples of justice, and must not convict a man of 
a grave offence, which shall warrant his expulsion 
from the club, without fair, adequate, and sufficient 
notice, and an opportunity of meeting the accusations 
brought against him. If the comes proceed ex 
parte, without notice to the se a out 
ligaring all the circu ces “Ot IHS Case, the court will 
grant an injunction to restrain them from interfering 
Wi is rights of membership. The point which 
cpparently remathe to be settted is whether by any ex- 
press provision in the rules of a club enabling the com- 
mittee, at their absolute discretion, to recommend the ex- 
pulsion of a member, they would escape the operation of 
this doctrine? The Darlington School case (12 L. J. 
Q. B. 124, 14 L. J. Q. B. 69) seems to show that a 
dismissal under a power to trustees to dismiss, 
“ according to their sound discretion,” will not be inter- 
fered with by the court ; but Dean v. Bennett (19 W. R. 
363, L. R. 6 Ch. 489) has seriously shaken the earlier 
decision, and it would seem from this last case that even 
where an apparently arbitrary power of expulsion or dis- 
missal is given, the court will insist on the exercise of “a 
bona fide discretion,” involving a quasi-judicial inquiry. 





Tue Court or Appzat demolished on Wednesday a 
rather irrational limitation of a useful doctrine. In the 
recent case of Hx parte Dale (27 W. R. 815 L. R. 11 
Ch. D. 772), Mr. Justice Fry, contrary to his own view 
of the true principle of equity, held that the rule as to 
following trust moneys which applies as between trustee 
and cestui que trust, does not apply to any other person 
acting in a fiduciary capacity, such as a factor or agent. 
His lordship conceived that he was bound to come to this 
conclusion by reason of a number of authorities, such as 
Whitecomb v. Jacob (1 Salk. 161); Hx parte Dumas 
(1 Atk. 232); Ha parte Sayers (5 Ves. 169) ; Taylor v. 
Plumer (3 M. & 8. 562) and Scott v. Surman (Willes 400). 
But in a case of Jn re Hallett, the Court of Appeal, on 
Wednesday last, while affirming another decision of Mr. 
Justice Fry, in effect reversed his decision in Ex parte 
Dale. ‘The facts in Jn re Hallett were that a client had 
intrusted to her solicitor some Russian Bonds for safe 
custody, and had also authorized him to receive the 
amount of the half-yearly coupons and pay it over to 
her. He accounted to her from time to time for the 
amount of the coupons, buf before his death, he, without 
her authority, sold the bonds, and paid the proceeds of 
sale to the credit of his own current account with his 
bankers. At the time of his death his estate was in- 
solvent, and Mr. Justice Fry held that the client was en- 
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titled to so much of the proceeds of the sale of 
the bonds as remained at the bankers. The Master 
of the Rolls said that until the decision in 
in Ex parte Dale it had never been suggested that there 
was any difference in respect of the well-established 
rules of equity as regards following trust property 
between an express trustee and any other person stand- 
ing in a fiduciary position. Mr. Justice Fry, he thought, 
had misapprehended the effect of the decisions on which 
he relied. They were founded, not on any supposed 
distinction between a factor or bailee and a trustee 
properly so-called, but on the notion that in equity 
money could not be earmarked. It was now, however, well 
settled that money could be earmarked, and, therefore, 
the foundation of these decisions was gone. And, if 
other decisions were in any way inconsistent with the 
modern authorities in equity, such as Pennell v. Deffell 
(4 D. M. & G. 372), the latter ought to prevail, especially 
since the Judicature Act. Lord Justice Thesiger 
opportunely pointed out that the only exception to the 
general rule was apparent, not real. In all the cases 
where it had been held that money could not be followed, 
although there had been a trust as to the disposition of 


the particular thing from which it arose, there had been . 


no duty in regard to the money itself, except the 
ordinary duty of a man to pay his debts ; in other words, 
the relation of debtor and creditor had been constituted, 
and not that of trustee and cestud que trust. 





Tuer Lzarnep Master or THE Rotts will in course of 
time have supplied a complete commentary on the 
ordinary covenant in leases of houses, ‘‘ not to use the 
premises or any part thereof, or permit the same or any 
part thereof to be used in the exercise or carrying on of 
any art, trade, or business, occupation or calling whatso- 
ever.” It will be remembered that in Bramwell v. Lacy 
(27 W. R, 463), his lordship expressed an opinion that 
carrying on a hospital really maintained by voluntary 
contributions, although some patients made small pay- 
ments according to their means, was carrying on a 
“business” within a similar covenant—a doctrine from 
which, with great respect, we ventured strongly to 
dissent (23 Sourcrrors’ Journat, 618). He has now 
given the profession his views as to the meaning of 
several other words in the covenant. In Viscount 
Portman v. House Hospitals Association, which was 
before his lordship on Monday, the question was 
whether the covenant above quoted was broken by the use 
of the premises as a hospital for patients who were able 
and willing to pay for their treatment. It is to be 
observed that the learned judge does not appear to have 
relied in any way upon his dictum in Bramwell v. Lacy, 
and he seems to have carefully avoided noticing the 
word “ business.” But upon the other words of the 
covenant he is reported to have remarked that the words 
‘use or permit to be used,’’ meant that the house itself 
was not to be used for the purpose of regularly carrying 
on any ‘‘ art,” but that would not apply tothe accidental 
user of the house for such purposes. For instance, a 
physician might be called upon to visit a patient at the 
patient’s house; such a user by the patient could not 
be said to be a breach of this covenant, such user being 
@ mere accident. On the other hand when, it was 
intended to have some thirty or forty patients in one 
house, and to call in the physician to attend the 
patients, he was of opinion that the physician must 
be said to exercise his ‘‘ art’ there, and therefore it 
would be a breach of the covenant. It would be in fact 
a user of the house for the very purpose of the physician 
exercising there his “art.” He thought, also, that “‘ the 
user by the defendants would come within the words ‘oc- 
cupation or calling.’ It had been argued that those words 
must be associated with the idea of profit or gain which 
the defendants did not intend, but in his opinion it was 
not necessary that a person should acquire profit or gain 
to carry on an ‘occupation or calling.’” Query, would 





constant visits of a physician to a large family, in pur- 
suance of an arrangement, be an “accidental” op. 
‘‘regular”’ use of the house for the purposes of his 
“ art ” P 





THE FORM OF THE NOTICE OF OBJECTION 
UNDER THE PARLIAMENTARY AND MUNI. 
CIPAL REGISTRATION ACT, 1878. 


A voint of some nicety was determined recently by the 
Common Pleas Division, sitting to hear registration 
appeals, with regard to the form of notices of objection. 
under the Parliamentary and Municipal Registration 
Act, 1878. In our humble opinion, and with very great 
respect for the learned judges who heard the case, their 
judgment was wrong. If is not, perhaps, of very great. 
importance which way the case was decided, so long as 
the point was settled ; but, on the whole, the decision is 
inconvenient, and we think, if there is to be any more 
legislation on the subject, a clause obviating the results 
of the decision may as well be inserted in any Bill that 
is brought forward. 

The point turned on the construction of the note to 
Form I. in the schedule of the Parliamentary and Muni- 
cipal Registration Act, 1878. That form is the form of 
notice of objection. It gives form No. 1 (parliamentary) 
notice of objection to the overseers, and form No. 2 (par. 
liamentary) notice of objection to the party, and there 
is a note to the form, as follows: ‘‘ If there is more than 
one list of parliamentary voters, the notice of objection 


in each of the above two cases (Nos. 1 and 2) should. 


specify the list to which the objection refers ; and, if the 
list referred to is made out in divisions, the notice of 
objection should specify the division to which the objec- 
tion refers.” The form likewise contains forms Nos. 3- 
and 4 (municipal), which relate to burgess-list objections, 
and the corresponding note to them says: “If there be- 
more than one burgess list, the notice of objection in 
each of the above two cases (Nos. 3 and 4) should specify 
the list to which the objection refers, and, if the list is. 
made out in divisions, the notice of objection should 
specify the division to which the objection refers.” 

In the cases in auestion, there being several parishes in: 
a borough, the notices of objection to the party did not 
specify upon the list for what parish the party objected 
to appeared. They merely specified whether he appeared 
on theoccupiers’ list, or reserved rights’ list, or the lodgers’ 
list, as the case might be. The court held that the 


notices were sufficient. There was a great deal of force 


in their judgment, but we cannot help thinking that 
they were led in the wrong direction by the current of 
authority that existed with regard to the meaning of # 
similar note tothe form under the former Registratior 
Acts. Under the law as it existed previously to the 
recent Act of 1878, the note to the form of notice only 
required the list to be specified in the notice of ob- 
jection given to the overseers. Now the overseers 


could require no information as to the parish in the 


body of the notice, because it was addressed to them 
as the overseers of a particular parish. Accordingly it 
was held that all that was meant was that the notice 
should specify whether the occupiers’ list or the re- 
served rights’ list was intended. The word “list” 
under that state of the law clearly was used as mean- 
ing list for the whole borough, not for the particular 
parish. But now comes the changed state of the law, 
and a specification of the list is required in the notice 
of objection to the party. Our views of the constructior 
must be adapted to the convegience of such party, no 
longer as formerly to that of the overseers. Now 4 
party may have several qualifications in different par- 
ishes, and he cannot, unless the parish is specified, tell 
what the objection is which he has to meet without 
going round to the church doors of the various parishes 
to see in which list of persons objected to he is included.. 
The court did not seem to think this much trouble, but- 
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that may depend on the number of parishes. It is, at 
guy rate, quite as much trouble as the Legislature may 
seasonably have intended to spare the party objected 
to by the requirements they made as to particulars to 
be given in the notice. 

But we do not put this argument in the forefront. 
Itmay be that the arguments used by the court (which 
we will hereafter refer to) balanced it. The main 

und of our view is this: It does not seem to us 
that the court can have sufficiently considered the 
exact words used in the note they had to construe. It 
will be remembered by our readers that the Act of 1878, 
section 15, sub-section 2, says that “‘ where the parish is 
situate wholly or partly, both in the parliamentary 
porough and in the municipal borough, the list for the 
rish shall be made out in three divisions.” Division 
lis that which contains the names of those entitled to 
both franchises, divisions 2 and 3 contain respectively the 
names of those entitled only to one of them. Read this pro- 
yision in connection with the words of the note. If there is 
more than one list of parliamentary voters, the list is to 
be specified. So far the words are ambiguous, and 
perhaps the natural construction would be in accordance 
with the view of the court. But if the list referred 
to is made out in divisions, then the divisions are to be 
ecified. Clearly the unit, of which the divisions are 
the fractional parts, is the parish list. There may be 
parishes without any divisions, consequently the unit, of 
which the divisions are fractional parts, is not the list 
for the whole borough. The term ‘‘ list,” we should 
have thought, as plainly as language can indicate, is 
used as meaning the parish list. This construction is 
largely assisted by the terms of the note to the municipal 
form of objection. The form says, ‘‘ If there be more 
than one burgess list.” Now, there can only be more 
than one burgess list on the suppozition that the list of 
each parish is regarded as a separate list, for there is 
only one sort of qualification for the municipal franchise. 
The court allowed the force of this, but ultimately over- 
tuled this argument, admitting, however, that to do so 
involved that no reasonable construction could be given 
to the words ‘‘if there be more than one burgess list.” 

The argument that appears to have weighed most with 
the court was this. It was said that the words apply to 
both the notice to the overseers and that to the party. 
The provision is identical with that under the old law 
which, it was clear, both by authority and reason, did 
not contemplate the list for the parish as a separate list. 
It would be still absurd, with regard to overseers, to 
make the body of the notice specify the parish, and it 
cannot have been intended to alter the old law with 
regard to that notice; but then the note refers to both 
forms, and if the law necessitates the specification of the 
parish as to one it must as to the other. We see a great 
deal of force in the argument, but the difficulty seems to 
us, after all, to relate more to the niceties of language than 
the substance of the thing. In substance the notice to 
the overseers necessarily specifies the parish, because it is 
addressed to the overseers of the parish, and so far the 
provisions of the Act must always be complied with. A 
loose draftsman wishing to make one note do service for 
both notices might not think that the effect of the words, 
if construed with the greatest stringency, would be to 
enforce a specification of the parish in the body of both 
notices, it being in the one case absurd and unnecessary, 
or else that only part of the provision would be applic- 
able to one of the notices. But, looking at the thing 
broadly, why should not the meaning be that the pro- 
Vision applies to both notices in the sense that both 
notices are intended to give certain information enabling 
the parties to whom the notice is given to identify the 
entry objected to without trouble? In the case of one 
Notice, it is unnecessary to specify the parish in the body 
of the notice, as the notice is to the overseers of the 
parish. In the other it is necessary. We admit that 
this is a clumsy and inaccurate mode of verbal expression, 
but there is nothing absurd in the substance of the thing. 





| On the other hand, it seems to us that the construction 
given to the note by the court is in plain defiance of the 
actual words they had to construe. It makes nonsense 
of the provision as to the burgess roll, and it entails 
some inconvenience or the party objected to, which he 
was probably intended to be spared. 





LIABILITIES FOR NEGLIGENCE NOT ARIS. 
rh aad OF CONTRACTUAL OBLIGA- 


Tux case of Parry v. Smith (27 W. R. 801, L. R. 4 C. P. D.. 
325), belongs to a class of cases involving great difficulty, 
and we confess that it seems to us very doubtful whether 
any satisfactory formula with regard to such cases can at 
present be evolved from the decisions. The question 
that arises really amounts to this, viz., what persons, 
under what circumstances apart from obligations of a 
contractual nature, can bring an action when injured 
by the negligence of others—or, to put it in other words, 
towards whom is there a duty, in such cases, to use due 
care and diligence? ‘The facts of the case of Parry v. 
Smith were as follows:—The defendant, a gas-fitter,. 
was employed by the plaintiff's master to repair a gas- 
meter upon his premises, and, for the purpose of doing 
so, took away the meter, and, in lieu of it, made a tem- 
porary connection by means of a flexible tube between 
the inlet pipe and the pipe communicating with the 
house. The plaintiff having gone, in the ordinary per- 
formance of his duty, with a light into the cellar where 
the meter had been, gas which had escaped by reagon of 
the insufficiency of the connecting tube exploded and 
injured him. The jury found that the work had been 
negligently done, and that the injury to the plaintiff 
proceeded entirely from such negligence. It was held by 
Lopes, J., on further consideration, that the defendant 
was liable. 

Various well-known cases will doubtless occur to the 
reader’s mind in connection with the above decision, 
such as Longmead v. Holliday (6 Exch. 761), Langridge v- 
Levy (2 M. & W.519, 4M. & W. 337), and Winterbottom 
v. Wright (10 M. & W. 109). In Langridge v. Levy and 
Longmead v. Holliday the vendor of an article was sued 
by a person other than the vendee in respect of injuries 
occasioned by the defective and dangerous character of 
the article sold. In the former case the vendor was held 
liable, on the ground that he had made a fraudulent re- 
presentation concerning the article (a gun), knowing 
when he did so that the gun was purchased for the 
use of the person injured, and that the person injured 
had used the gun on the faith of such representation. 
The court say, “ We do not decide whether this action 
would have been maintainable if the plaintiff had not. 
known of and acted upon the false representation, nor 
whether the defendant would have been responsible to a, 
person not within the defendant’s contemplation at the 
time of the sale to whom the gun might have been sold. 
or handed over; we decide that he is responsible in this. 
case for the consequences of his fraud whilst the instru. 
ment was in the possession of a person to whom his re« 
presentation was either directly or indirectly communi- 
cated, and for whose use he knew it was purchased.” In. 
the case of Longmead v. Holliday, an attempt was made 
to render a vendor responsible in damages for breach of 
warranty to a person not the vendee, but a person 
whose use of the article was contemplated by the vendor 
at the time of the sale. The court refused so to extend 
the doctrine of Langridge v. Levy. In George v. Skiv- 
ington (L. R. 5 Ex. 1) the court extended the doctrine 
of Langridge v. Levy to cases where there is not fraud 
on the part of the vendor, but negligence. There a man 
bought hair-wash to be used by his wife as the defendant 
knew, and the defendant had been guilty of negligeroe 
in compounding the wash, which proved deleterious. The 
court held the defendant liable at the suit of husband 
and wife jointly. We cannot see very clearly why the 
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defendant's knowledge that the hair-wash was to be used 
by the wife was material, because hair-wash is always 
presumably intended to be used by somebody for the 
hair, and we cannot see if there is a duty to anybody 
beyond the vendee why it should make a difference that 
the defendant contemplated.a particular person. We can- 
not help thinking that the analogy between this case and 
Langridge v. Levy, which the Court of Exchequer in- 
sisted on, is misleading. Surely Langridge v. Levy 
turned on the point that the defendant was to be 
treated as having made the false representation indirectly 
to the plaintiff, at any rate that his false representation 
was the cause of plaintiff's using the gun. This prin- 
ciple is wholly inapplicable to George v. Skivington. It 
seems to us doubtful whether, logically, George v. Skiv- 
ington must not turn on the principle that a person is 
responsible in damages for his negligence to any person 
whom he knew that his negligence might injure, except 
when contributory negligence comes in question. Then, 
can it make any difference that the particular person is 
designated and known to the defendant? If a man goes 
and buys a bottle of hair-wash, and tells the seller it is 
for his wife, his wife can recover ; otherwise not, if he does 
not mention whom it isfor. Surely that seems absurd. 
But if the principle of George v. Skivington is as 
broad as we suggest, undoubtedly it may lead to some 
rather sweeping and startling consequences. To take 
the case put in Winterbottom v. Wright, a man negli- 
gently constructs some article which he sells to another. 
Can every person who may ultimately be injuriously 
affected by the defectiveness of the article have an 
action for damages against the vendor? ‘Take the cases 
suggested by Byles, J., in arguing Winterbottom v. 
Wright. “For example, every one of the sufferers by 
such an accident as that which recently happened on the 
Versailles Railway, might have his action against tiie 
manufacturer of the defective axle. So, if the chain cable 
-of an East Indiaman were to break, and the vessel went 
aground, every person affected, either in person or 
property, by the accident might have an action against 
¢the manufacturer.” 

The case which seems to have been thought nearest to 
Parry v. Smith is Collis v. Selden (L. R. 3 C. P. 495), and 
‘we must confess we have some difficulty in drawing the 
distinction that was drawn between them. Collis v. 
Selden is not a very satisfactory cace, in that the 
‘question arose on demurrer to a declaration, and a 
decision under these circumstances is never so satis- 
factory as when it is based upon actual facts. The 
declaration alleged that the defendant wrongfully, 
negligently, and improperly hung a ehandelier in u 
public-house knowing that the plaintiff and others were 
likely to be therein and under the chandelier, and that 
the chandelier, unless properly hung, was likely to fall and 
injure them ; and that the plaintiff being lawfully in the 
public-house, the chandelier fell upon and injured him. 
It was held that the declaration, was bad as it did not 
‘disclose any duty by the defendant towards the plaintiff, 
for the breach of which an action could be maintained. 
This decision was much pressed on the courtin Parry v, 
Smith, but it was held to be distinguishable. The 
framer of the declaration seems to have gone on the 
general principle that we suggest may be the consequence 
of George v. Skivington, viz., that a person in doing any 
act is under a duty to use due care towards any person 
whom he may reasonably contemplate as likely to be 
injured ‘if he does not. It is very difficult to say what 
the precise result of Collis v. Selden is, because the 
court were not dealing with actual facts proved ; but it is 
to be noticed that both Bovill, C.J., and Willes, J., con- 
strued the declaration as not necessarily alleging per- 
sonal negligence by the defendant in the hanging of the 
chandelier. They both say that negligence by a servant 
would satisfy the allegations of the declaration. But 
assuming that this was so, we have considerable doubt 
as’ to whether that circumstance was material, and 





According to the general rules that govern a master’s 
liability for the act of his servant, we doubt whether 
it would make any difference whether the negligence 
was that of the servant or the master. Willes, J., how. 
ever, goes further, and his observations seem to us to be, 
in their general tendency, somewhat antagonistic to 
the decisions in George y, Skivington and Parry y, 
Smith. He says, ‘‘ There would be no end of actiong 
if we were to hold that a person having once 
done a piece of work carelessly should, independently 
of honesty of purpose, be fixed with liability in this way 
by reason of bad materials or insufficient fastening.” He 
then instances the case of a man building a house. Five 
or six years afterwards a chimney stack falls down and 
injures a person with whom the builder has no contract, to 
whom he owes no duty, and as against whom he cannot 
have been guilty of any fraud. In giving judgment in 
Parry v. Smith, Lopes, J., distinguished the decision in 
Collis v. Selden on the ground that gas was a highly 
dangerous agent, and imposed a duty on all persons 
meddling with gas fittings to be very careful. This dis- 
tinction he founded on the following remark of Willes, 
J., in Collis v. Selden :—“ The declaration should have 
shown that it (the chandelier) was a thing dangerous in 
itself, and likely to do damage, or that it was so hung 
as to be dangerous to persons frequenting the house.” We 
should have thought the declaration did by necessary 
intendment what the learned judge said it ought to have 
done. We have great difficulty in apprehending this 
distinction between things of a dangerous nature and of 
a more dangerous nature. As Bramwell, LJ., said in 
some case, the name of which we forget, a brick wall 
may, under some circumstances, be as dangerous asa 
tiger. All depends on the surrounding circumstances, 
A chandelier, suspended by a very weak fastening, is as 
dangerous as gas, as far as we can see. Perhaps more 
dangerous, as gas annovnces the danger by its smell. 
Again, we are somewhat in doubt as to the soundness of 
the argument that is derived from the sweeping nature 
of the consequences per se. 1t does not seem to us that 
because the consequences of a piece of negligence may 
be very sweeping and ruinous that it logically results 
that there is no duty to use due care towards the persons 
who may be injured. 

We are, we confess, somewhat puzzled to deduce any 
definite principle from the decisions on this class of cases, 
There is a class of cases somewhat similar to Parry v. 
Smith, but which seem to turn on a somewhat different 
principle, as, for instance, where the article which does the 
mischief is placed by the defendant in a public highway 
or other public place. But even here difficulty arises. 
What is a public place for the purposes of this doctrine ? 
Would a theatre be a public place for this purpose? 
If a theatre would, why not a public-house? In Clark 
v. Chambers (3 Q. B. D, 327) the defendant was held 
liable in respect of injuries occasioned to the plaintiff by 
a dangerous implement placed by him in a private road 
of which neither plaintiff nor defendant was owner, but 
upon which the defendant lawfully was when injured. 
We cannot distinguish between a private road anda 
private house for this purpose. 

There are many cases cited in the arguments and 
judgment in Clark v. Chambers which show the 
difficulty that arises in cases where the duty, if any, is 
to the general public, such as Dixon v. Bell (5 M. & 8. 
198), and Jlott v. Wilks (3 B. & A. 304), the case where 
a trespasser was injured by spring guns; but in some of 
those cases the distinction arises between acts which 
must be contemplated by the doer as necessarily danger- 
ous however done, and acts only dangerous through 
negligence in the doing, but not necessarily contemplated 
by the doer as dangerous, ‘This, as it appears to us, may 
be a very important distinction in all cases of negligence 
not arising from vontractual relations, It is obvious that 
the moral responsibility of a man who does what he 
knows to be a dangerous act is very different from that 





whether in this respect a false issue was not raised. 


of a man who is negligent, but not knowingly so. ‘This 
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distinction is so obvious as to seem a truism, but many 
of the cases seem to overlook it. Again, in some of the 
the danger was necessarily incurred by the party 
injured, not in doing some lawful act, but through the 
use of the article which did the mischief. 
, there are the cases which may be called “ trap” 
ses, in which it was held that the defendant was liable 
pecause there was an invitation, and the negligence of 
the defendant constituted a trap for the plaintiff. 
in, in some of the cases the defendant was the owner 
ofthe premises on which the dangerous thing was, in 
others he was not; the number of distinctions that may 
pesuggested is very great. It would be impossible to 
discuss these distinctions in detail, but it is undeniable 
that our law on the subject of negligence apart from 
gntract is very unsystematic and very difficult to reduce 
to general principles. We doubt whether it would be 
possible to reduce all the decisions in the kind of ques- 
tin we have touched upon to sound general propositions, 
but it is very much to be wished that it could be done. 








General Correspondence. 


THE BILLS OF SALE ACT, 1878. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—Will you give me space for a few words of 
comment on the recent case of Davies v. Goodman, in 
the Common Pleas Division, which is reported in the 
Times of Saturday last. The point there decided by 
Coleridge, C.J., and Lindley, J. (by the latter with much 
hesitation), was simply this, that formal attestation of a 
piliof sale, in the manner described in the Bills of Sale 
Act, 1878, is essential to the validity of the instrument, 
not merely as against trustees in bankruptcy or liquida- 
tion, assignees under creditors’ deeds and execution 
creditors, but as against all the world, including the 
giver of the bill of sale himself. This is surely a novel 
doctrine. It is represented as resting on two grounds 
the language and the intention of the Act. 

Now, first, with respect to the language. With 
the exception of the 9th section, which deals 
with certain duplicate bills of sale, there is only 
one section containing an express sentence of avoidance— 
viz., the Sth, which declares that ‘‘ every bill of sale to 
which this Act applies shall be duly attested, and shall be 
registered under this Act within seven days after the 
making or giving thereof, and shall set forth the con- 
sideration for which such bill of sale was given, other- 
wise” the bill of sale is to be void as against certain 
specified classes of persons, under certain specified con- 
ditions. It is needless to say that the giver of the bill of 
sale is not included in any of the specified classes. There 
being, then, no express declaration of avoidance of 
an unattested bill of sale as against all persons in- 
differently, is there an implied avoidance? I have 
ited in inverted commas the opening words of the 8th 
section. Now, from the 7Z'imes report, the court seems 
to have dealt with these words thus: they put a semicolon 
after the word “‘ attested,’’ and read the sentence down 
to and inclusive of that word as mandatory and of 
universal application, and they confine the limited 
avoidance, which forms the principal part of the section, 
to the case of omission to duly register. This construction 
of the section issupported by reference to the repetition of 
the auxiliary verb. Every bill of sale, &c., shall be duly 
Attested, and shall be registered. But the court do not 
seem to have adverted to the fact that the auxiliary 

verb is repeated a third time, ‘‘shall set forth the con- 
sideration, &c.”’ May it not be suggested that the 
reasoning which supports a prolonged pause at the first 
comma, supports equally a similar pause at the second, 
4nd that there is the same ground for making registra- 


The 10th section of the Act, by its first sub-section, 


requires that “the execution of every bill of sale shall 
be attested by « solicitor of the Supreme Court, and the 


attestation shall state that before the execution of the 
bill of sale the effect thereof has been explained to the 
grantor by the attesting solicitor.” ‘This, no doubt, is 
a strong affirmative direction. But the sub-section 
follows immediately on the introductory words of the 
section, which are, ‘‘ A bill of sale shall be attested and 
registered under this Act in the following manner,” and 
the sub-section is immediately followed by a second sub- 
section providing for the registration of ‘‘such bill ”— 
i.e., every bill of sale. It is, therefore, again difficult to 
see why the direction as to attestation and registration 
respectively shouid receive different constructions—why 
the one should be essential in all cases alike, the other 
only as against particular classes and under particular 
circumstances. 

But,secondly, it is said that the Act exhibits an intention 
to protect the giver of the bill of sale, and that unless 
the construction contended for is put upon the direc- 
tion as to attestation, this intention is defeated. I 
venture, with extreme respect, to submit that the only 
colour, if any, for this alleged intention of the Act is to 
be found in the first sub-section of the 10th section 
already referred to. The Act is entitled, ‘‘ An Act to 
consolidate and amend the law for preventing frauds 
upon creditors by secret bills of sale of personal 
chattels ” ; and, with the exception of this sub-section (if 
it is an exception) and of the 20th section, which is in 
favour of the grantee of the bill of sale, every section of 
the Act is in favour of some or all of the creditors of the 
grantor, and of no other person. Surely if the Legisla- 
ture had intended to protect the improvident borrower 
from the oppression of the unscrupulous lender, it would 
not have introduced that protection so modestly 
in a sub-section of a section expressed to be for another 
purpose of an Act also expressed to have quite different 
objects. It would appear that general principles of con- 
struction point rather in the opposite direction. Witness 
the construction of the Acts of Elizabeth, which declared 
all but certain specified leases by ecclesiastical corpora- 
tions to be null and void to all intents, constructions, 
and purposes whatsoever, and which, nevertheless, were 
held not to apply as against the grantors of the pro- 
hibited leases, because they were not within the remedy. 
Lincoln’s-inn, Dec. 2. H. M. R. P. 


UNDERLEASES. 

[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 
Sir,—Referring to your remarks at page $1, and toa 
conveyancer’s letter at page 84, I would suggest the 
addition, in future, to underleases of some such covenant 
as the following by the underlessee—namely, ** That the 
landlord, his executors, &c., may from time to time, with 
or without workmen or others [after giving days’ 
previous notice], enter upon the said premises and do all 
such acts and things as may be necessary for preventing 
the commission or repairing the breach of any covenant 
contained in the lease under which the landlord now 
holds the said premises, to the intent that the landlord, 
his executors, &c., may thereby be enabled to prevent a 
right of absolute re-entry or determination of such lease 
accruing to the superior landlord of the said premises. 
And that the expenses incurred by the landlord, his 
executors, &c., under the last preceding covenant [if 
occasioned by anything done, permitted, or omitted by 
the tenant, his executors, &c., contrary to any covenant 
herein contained] shall be recoverable by the landlord, 
his executors, &c., by distress. or otherwise, as if the 
same had been rent in arrear reserved by these pre- 
sents,” 

Now that the subject of leases is before your readers, 
may I be allowed to inquire (1) what is usually under. 





tion. mandatory and of universal application as for 
Making attestation so ? 


stood to be the effect of the words ‘ ordinary wear and 
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tear,’”’ often added by lessees’ solicitors as an exception 
to the repairing covenant? and (2) where neither party 
covenants to insure, how should the repairing covenant 
be qualified as to fire, &c., and in what events the rent 
should be suspended? On the latter point the forms in 
the books do not at all agree, most of them having 
evidently been prepared in the landlord’s interest. 
A Soricrror. 








Cases of the deck. 


Company—WinpiInc up—APPEAL FROM WINDING UP 
OrDER AFTER APPOINTMENT oF LiquripaTtoR — Locus 
SranpI—APpreaL—SrcuritTy For Costs.—In a case of Jn 
re The Diamond Fuel Company, before the Court of Appeal 
on the 24th inst., an order had been made to wind up a 
company, and an official liquidator had been appointed. 
After this an appeal was presented in the name of the com- 
pany against the winding-up order. The preliminary objec- 
tion was raised to the appeal that, after the appointment of 
the liquidator, no one but he had any right to use the name 
of the company or to assume to act on its behalf. The court 
(James, Baceaiay, and Tuesicrer, L.JJ.) did not decide 
the point, as they were of opinion on the merits of the case 
that the order had been rightly made. But they said that io 
future, if, under such circumstances, an appeal from a wind- 
ing-up order is brought in the name of a company, and no 
one else is responsible for the costs, they shall always be 
ready to entertain an apnlication for security for the ‘costs of 
the appeal. 


UNDERTAKING BY CoUNSEL NoT TO APPEAL—UNDER- 
TAKING NOT EMBODIED IN OrpDER—RicHT To APPEAL,— 
In a case of In re The Hull and County Bank, before the 
Court of Appeal on the 24th inst., a claim to prove against 
the estate of a company in liquidation was disallowed by the 
Master of the Rolls, and, on the counsel for the claimant 
undertaking not to appeal, the counsel for the liquidator eaid that 
he would not press for costs against the claimant. The claim 
was accordingly disallowed without costs, but tbe undertaking 
not to appeal was not inserted in the order. Under these 
circumstances it was objected that the appeal could not be 
entertained. The court (James, BAGGALLAY, and THESIGER, 
L.JJ.), however, held the appellant was not deprived of his 
legal right to appeai, but that the respondent would be at 
liberty to object to the order as to costs. And, in the result, 
the appeal was dismissed with costs, and the appellant was 
ordered to pay the costs at the Rolls. James, L.J., said 
that {such arrangements made between solicitors in court 
ought to be carried out bond fide. 


Trape Name—Insuncrion—Proviso Limitinc Errecr. 
—In the case of Dence v. Mason, before the Court of Appeal 
on the 17th inst., Malins, V.C., had awarded a perpetual 
injunction to restrain the defendant from selling certain 
goods in boxes having thereon a label containing the name 
of Brand & Co, (the trade name of the plaintiffs), and from 
using the name of Brand, either alone or in combination 
with that of Mason, in connection with the goods 
manufactured by the plaintifie. It was urged on 
the appeal that this would prevent the defend- 
ant, if he shonld happen (as it was suggested there 
was a probability of his doing), to enter into partner- 
ship with a person of the name of Brand, from using the 
real name of his partnership in connection with goods 
similar to those of the plaintiffs. The court (James, Bac- 
GALLAY, and Tursicrr, L.JJ.) acceded to this view, and 
added the following proviso to the order :—‘‘ Provided 
always that the injunction is not to restrain the defendant 
from using the names Meson & Brand bond fide, if and 


when there shall be a real partnership properly designated 
by that name.” 


Statute oy Limusrations—Pxresvumption.—In o case of 
In re Kainforth, before the Court of Appeal on the 19th 
inst., the question was whether there had been a payment 
on secount of a debt, which was otherwise barred by the 


of the statute, and it was argued that the court would pre. 
sume against the barring of a debt by the statute. The 
court (JuesEL, M.R., and James and Bacaattay, L,JJ, 
held on the evidence that there had been no payment on 
account of the debt, and that it was barred. And Jzssz1, 
M.R., said that there was no presumption either way as to 
the statute. It was the duty of the court, asin any other 
case, to ascertain what the facts were, and then to see 
whether the statute applied. The court ought to hold an 
even hand, and not to presume either for or against the 
statute. 


Company — Winp1NG up — Director — MISFEAsANCE — 
Futty Palp-uP SHARES GIVEN BY PRoMOTER—ESTIMATE op 
Vatue—Companizes Act, 1862, s. 165.—On the 26th ult, 
the Court of Appeal (JEssrx, M.R., and BaGGALuay and 
TueEsicER, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision of Fry, J., in the 
case of In re Zhe Diamond Fuel Company (23 Soticrrors” 
JourNAL, 780). The liquidator of the company sought to 
make one of the directors liable, under section 165 of the. 
Companies Act, 1862, to contribute to the assets of the 
company the full nominal value of a number of shares 
which had been transferred to him for a nominal consid- 
eration by a promoter of the company, they being shares 
which were allotted to the promoter, as fully paid up, 
in part payment of the purchase-money of property sold 
by him to the company. Of the shares so transferred to 
the director, some remained standing in his name at the 
commencement of the winding up, others had been trans- 
ferred by him for value, and the remainder had been trans-. 
ferred for a merely nominal consideration. Before Fry, J., 
it was urged that thedirector could not be compelled to pay 
anything in respect of the shares which hehad transferred 
for a pominal consideration, inasmuch as he had made no 
profit by them. Fry, J., however, held that these shares 
must be treated in the same way as the others, and paid 
for at their par value, because it appeared that when they 
were transferred to the director the public were subsorib- 
ing for shares at par, and there was nothing to show that. 
they would not have taken the shares in question at par if 
they had not been given to the director. Upon the appeal 
it was not disputed that all the shares must be paid for. 
The only question argued was whether the director ought 
to be charged with the par value for the whole of them. 
By the terms of the agreement between the company and 
the promoter the certificates of some of the shares which 
were allotted to him as fully paid up were to be retained 
by the company for two years. And it was contended’ 
that, if any of the shares given by the promoter to the 
director formed part of those the certificates of which 
were to be thus retained by the company, the Girector, 
though the shares were transferred to him by the pro- 
moter, would not have had full dominion over them till the 
end of the two years, by which time the shares of 
the company had become worthless. If, therefore, 
the director had received any of those shares the cer- 
tificates of which were to be retained, be ought not to be 
charged anything for such shares; and there ought to be: 
an inquiry whether any of such shares were included 
among those which were given to him. The conrt, how- 
ever, held that the company, by assenting to the transfer 
of the shares to the director, had waived the condition. 
which applied as between them and the promoter, and that 
consequently the director had the full dominion over the 
shares, even if they were originally subject to the condi- 
tion. The appeal was accordingly dismissed. 


LIQuipATION—DeEpr incurred By Fraup—Proor—Di8- 
CHARGE OF DenTor—ACTION AGAINST DEBTOR BEFORE 
Ciosz oF Liquipation—Bankreuptoy Act, 1869, 8, 49— 
Desrons Act, 1869, 8. 15.—In a case of Kx parte Hemming, 
before the Court of Appeal on the 27th ult., the question 
was whether, when a liquidating debtor had obtained from 
his creditors an order of discharge,“but the liquidation had 
not been closed, a creditor who had proved a debt in the 
liquidation, but who alleged that the debt had been incurred 
by means of fraud on the part of the debtor, was eutitled to 
prosecute an action against the debtor for the full amount of 
the debt, The question depended upon the construction of 
section 49 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, and section 15 of 





Statute of Limitations, euch as to prevent the application 


tke Debtors Act, 1869, Section 49 provides that an order 
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af discharge shall not release a bankrapt “from any debt 
or liability incurred by means of any fraud or breach of 
” and by section 125, sub-seetion 10, this provision is 
made applicable to an order of discharge in liquidation pro- 
ceedings. Section 15 of the Debtors Act provides that 
“where a debtor makes any arrangement or composition 
with his creditors under the provisions of the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1869, he shall remain liable for the unpaid balance of 
any debt which he incurred or increased, or whereof, before 
the date of the arrangement or composition, he obtained 
forbearance, by any fraud; provided that the defrauded 
creditor has not assented to the arrangement or composition 
otherwise than by proving his debt and accepting dividends.”’ 
‘Tt was argued that acreditor, in respect of a debt incurred 
‘by means of a fraud, was, by virtue of section 15, limited, 
as regarded his right of action, to the unpaid balance of his 
debt, and that, consequently, he must wait until the close 
of the liquidation in order that that balance might be 
ascertained, and this view was adopted by Mr. Registrar 
“Murray, who restrained the creditor from prosecuting an 
action, which he had commenced against the debtor for the 
whole amount of his debt, Laonee ig bag liquidation proceed- 
‘ings. This deeision was reversed by the Court of Appeal 
(JamEs, Baccautay, and THesiceR, L.JJ.), who held that 
the creditor was entitled to go on with his action. 
“TursicER, L.J., who delivered the considered judgment of 
the court, said that in Cobham v. Dalton (23 W. R. 865, 
.L, R. 10 Ch. 665) the Court of Appeal (James and 
Mellish, L.JJ.) expressed a very clear opinion that such 
@ creditor would have a right to sue the debtor as soon as 
he had obtained his discharge. In that case, however, the 
‘decision was only that a creditor who, before the order of 
discharge is obtained, takes proceedings against the person 
-or property of the debtor, in respect of a debt or liability 
incurred by means of fraud, ought to be restrained from 
proceeding. It was decided in Ebbs v. Boulnois (23 W. R. 
~820, L, R. 10 Ch. 479) that property acquired by a liqui- 
dating debtor after his discharge does not vest in his 
érustee, although the liquidation be not closed—in other 
words, that, after the discharge, the debtor is in the same 
position as if the creditors who are barred by the discharge 
had actually released him, and his future property is his 
~own. It followed that the time when the order of dis- 
charge became effective was the time when the excepted 
-creditors’ rights accrued. And, independently of author- 
ity, this appeared to be the reasonable interpretation of the 
Bankraptcy Act. What could be more reasonable than 
that the debtor, when he obtained the benefit of section 
49 in respect of debts from which he was discharged, 
should at the same time feel the burden of those to which 
‘he was left liable? Why, onthe other hand, should the 
trust or fraud oreditor be remitted to the close of the 
‘liquidation for a remedy attaching to assets which were 
“freed from the liquidation, and which, if he was delayed in 
asserting his rights, might be squandered by the debtor, 
or be seized by fresh creditors, asserting and enforcing 
-Subsequently acquired claims? With regard to the 
argument founded upon section 15 of the Debtors Act, 
there were ifest objections to that reading of the sec- 
tion, In the first place, the section did not deal at all 
with debts or liabilities incurred by means of a breach of 
rust, and yet they were, by section 49 of the Bankruptcy 
Act, put in the same category with debts or liabilities 
-inourred by means of fraud. And, secondly, seo- 
tion 15 left even debts or liabilities incurred by 
means of fraud untouched in the case of a bankruptcy, as 
opposed to a liquidation by arrangement or composition. No 
reason had been suggested why this distinction should be 
made. And, on the other hand, it had been pointed out that 
section 15 might be construed as applying, not to liquida- 
tions by arrangement under section 125 of the Bankruptoy 
Act, but only to arrangements under section 28 aud composi- 
tions undor section 126 of that Act. It was not, however, 
necessary to decide whether that was the true construction of 
section 15, It was sufficient to say that its terms were not 
such as to require the court to hold that it qualified or 
Jimited—in the caso of a liquidation by arrangement, and in 
respeot of a debt incurred by means of a fraud—rights which, 
in the case of a bankruptcy, in respect of such a debt, and, 
in the cases both of bankruptcy and liquidation by arrange- 
ment, in the case of a debt incurred by means of a broach of 
trust, the Bankruptoy Act most olearly gave; If the oreditor 





for the unpaid balance of the debt; if no dividends had been 
paid, the creditor might sue for the whole of the debt. But 
the debtor would be entitled to have set apart, in the names 
of his trast or fraud creditors, pari passu with the ordinary 
creditors, dividends under the liquidation, and, if he had paid 
any one of those creditors in full, he would be entitled to 
stand in his shoes and receive the dividends set apart for him. 
In the result he would pay out of assets freed from the 
liquidation no more than the balance of the debt, and, at 
the same time, the rights of the general body of the creditors, 
would be in no way interfered with. 





LiquInATION PETITION—REGISTRATION OF RESOLUTIONS— 
Insurricient Description oF DEBToR—BANKRUPTCY ACT, 
1869, s. 125—Banxkruptcy Russ, 1870, rr. 252, 257, 
295—Banxruptcy Forms, 1870, nos. 106, 111.—Ina case 
of Zx parte Ewen, before the Court of Appeal on the 27th 
ult., the question was whether the registration of resolutions 
passed by creditors under a liquidation petition had been 
properly refused, on the ground that the debtor had not 
given a sufficient description of himself in his petition. He 
was, in fact, a barrister, but he had been carrying on the 
business of a restaurant keeper. He had discontinued the 
business shortly before he filed the petition, and had gone to 
live in lodgings. In his petition he described himself as a 
barrister and gave his address at his lodgings, but did not give 
the address where he had carried on the business, Most of 
his debts had been incurred in connection with the business. 
The court (James, BacGAaLLay, and Tuesicer, L.JJ.) held 
that the description was insufficient, inasmuch as it would not 
inform the business creditors who it was who was petitioning, 
and that the registration of the resolutions had been rightly 
refused. The case, they said, was really governed by the 
principle of Hx parte Jerningham (27 W. R. 157, L. R. 9 
Ch. D. 466). And, there being other grounds on which the 
registrar had refused the registration, their lordships declined 
to give leave to summon a fresh first meeting of the creditors, 
leaving the application to be made to the registrar. 





Destor’s SumMons—DisPuTED DestT—SoLvEnt DEBTOR— 
Srayine ProceEpiINcs on Summons — SecuriITY — Bank- 
Ruptcy Act, 1869, s. 7—Orp. 3, rn, 6—SPEcIALLY INDORSED 
Writ—Orp. 14, rr.1, 4.—Ina case of Ex parie Sewell, before 
the Court of Appeal on the 27th ult., an application by a sum- 
moned debtor to dismiss the summons had been refused by 
the registrar. In the opinion of the Court of Appeal there 
was a Jond fide dispute as to the debt, and there was no 
reason to doubt the solvency of the debtor. The court 
(James, BaccaLtay, and Tuesicer, L.JJ.) ordered the 
proceedings under the summons to be stayed, pending the 
the trial of an action to determine the debt, on the terms 
of the debtor paying the amount claimed into court. 
James, L.J., said that a debtor's summons was always a 
more or less vexatious proceeding against a solvent persor, 
If the debtor had really no defence, judgment could be ob- 
tained very cheaply under order 14, and that was the course 
which the creditor ought to adopt insuch acase. THESIGER, 
L.J., said that, but for previous decisions, that when the 
balance of the evidence was in favour of the creditor, secur- 
ity ought to be requived, he should have thought that the 
proceedings under the summons ought to be stayed uncon- 
ditionally, The proceeding by way of debtor’s summons 
was not intended to apply to a case where the debtor was 
solvent and had a Jond fide defence to the claim; it was 
not intended to be used for the purpose of patting the 
screw on debtors. The Act gave the right to issue a 
debtor's ons in respect of any debt above £50, but the 
process was intended to be used when the circumstances 
were such as would probably result in bankraptoy. It was 
not intended to make the Court of Bankraptey a cours for 
trying ordinary actions of debt. 








Venpor AND Pvrcwaser—Sreciric PsrrorMANcE— 
Vonuntary Serrirement or Lanp—Gensrat Powsr or 
ArrorNey BY Sserr.or ro seit Reat Estate—SaLe or 
Serr.ep Esrars ny Arrornsy—Svuit TO = B&8XECUTE 
Trusts or Serrtement—ConsentT ORDER TO CONFIRM 
Sate.—On the Ist inst. the Court of Appeal (Jamas, Bag- 
GALLAY, and Tuusicer, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision of 
Bacon, V.C,, in a case of The General Meat Supply Asse- 





“had accepted dividends, the debtor would only remain liable 


ciation v. Boufler, In 1873 one Bell executed a voluntary 
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settlement of land in favour of his wife and children. In 
1875 the trustees of the settlement filed a bill against Bell 
and his wife and infant children, to have the trusts of the 
settlement carried into execution under the direction of the 
Court of Chancery, and, in Jnly, 1875, a decree for the 
execution’ of the trusts was made by Hall, V.C. In 
September, 1875, the settlor, who was then going abroad, 
executed a power of attorney to one Edmands, empowering 
Edmands to se!l any lands, tenements, or hereditaments, of 
which the settlor then was, or at any time thereafter should 
become, seised or entitied, or of which he then had, or at 
any time thereafter should have, power to dispose. In May, 
1876, Kdmands, purporting to act under the power of 
attorney, contracted to sell to the defendant Bouffler part 
of the settled property, and an agreement for the sale was 
entered into in the name of Bell, and by it the vendor 
purported to agree to apply to Hall, V.C., to sanction the 
agreement, which was made subject to the sanction of the 
court. The day after this agreement Bouffler entered into 
another agreement to se!l the land, which he had agreed to 
purchase, to the plaintiff company. Soon afterwards, upon 
the application of the plaintiffs, an order was made by 
Hall, V.C., in the suit to execute the trusts, that the con- 
ditional contract between Bell and Bouffler should be carried 
into effect, and that the deposit which had been paid by 
Bouffler should be paid into court to the credit of the suit. 
This order wasexpressed to be made by the consent of the 
parties to the suit. Afterwards the company gave notice 
to rescind their contract with Bouffler, and brought the 
action against him for a return of the deposit which they 
bad paid. Bacon, V.C., held that the power of attorney 
did not authorize a sale of the settled land; that the con- 
sent order in the trustees’ suit did not bind the company who 
were not parties to it; and that, as Bouffler had no title to the 
property when he contracted to sell it to the company, he 
could not perfect a title by a subsequent conveyance to 
him from the settlor, Judgment was accordingly given for 
the plaintiffs. The Court of Appeal affirmed the decision 
simply on the ground that, the trustees’ suit being a suit 
for the execution of the trusts of the settlement, there was 
no joriediction in it to make an order to confirm a sale in 
derogation of those trusts. Consequently, Bouffler had no 
title to the property. 





Crus — Exrutsion or Member — Construction or 
Rute—Lenetn or Notice—MAsoriTy oF THOSE *‘ PRE- 
sENT.”’—In the case of Labouchere v. Wharneliffe, before 
the Master of the Rolls on the 28th ult., a question 
arose as to the construction of the following rule of a 
London club:—‘‘In case the conduct of any member 
either in or ont of the club shall, in the opinion of the 
committee, after inquiry, be injarious to the welfare 
and interest of the club, the committee shall call upon 
him to resign, and in the event of his refusal to do so 
shall call a general meeting, at which it shall be compe- 
tent to expel such member.” By another rule the com- 
mittee were required to give a fortnight’s notice of any 
general meeting. A general meeting bad voted for the 
plaintiff's expulsion, and he now moved for an injanction 
to restrain them from acting onsuch vote. The committee 
had not held any proper inquiry according to the rule, 
and had not called the plaintiff before them or given 
him any opportunity of explaining his conduct. They 
had, in fact, considered a letter written to the committee 
by the plaintiff, and also a letter published by him in ao 
newspaper; and at a subsequent meeting the plaintiff was 
called upon to resign, and on his refusal a general meeting 
. was called for his expulsion. The committee meeting, 
when the general meeting was decided upon, was held on 
the evening of the 3lst of October, and continued sitting 
until the morning of the Ist of November, the notices con- 
vening the general meeting being posted up in the club-room, 
and sent tothe members on the morning of the 1st of November, 
The notices were dated as of the 31st of October, and con- 
vened the meeting for the 14th of November. At the meet- 
ing 117 members were present, and 115 voted, 77 for the 
expulsion and 37 against. The chairman, before the voting 
began, eaid that those who voted for the committee would 
vote aye, and those who voted for the plaintiff would vote 
pay. He then put the formal resolution that the plaintiff 
should be expelled. On the ground of no “inquiry,” that 
no proper notice of the meeting had been given, and that 


ne 
plaintiff contended that the expulsion was inyalig, 
JessEL, M.R., was of opinion that the words in the 
rule, ‘after inquiry,” meant after inquiry into the fagty 
alleged against the member, and after giving him notice tg 
attend and, if possible, explain his conduct. In his 
opinion there had been no proper inquiry, and the com. 
mittee should really have taken evidence and been satisfieg 
of the truth of the facts. As to the validity of the notice, 
he was of opinion that a fortnight was a legal term, and g 
notice given on the Ist for a meeting on the 14th would not 
be sufficient. The secretary of the ciub seemed to think 
that the club day went into the next morning, but that 
could not alter the legal construction of the rule. The 
objection as to the required majority was also good. It hag 
been argued that members ‘‘ present’? meant those present 
and voting. In his opinion persons “ present” applied to. 
those present during the discussion and who either voted or 
abstained from voting, and therefore the required majority of 
two-thirds of the 117 members had not been obtained. Then 
the chairman should not have put the resolution as if it were 
a personal matter between the committee and himself, but 
should have put the resolution in the very words of the rule, 
and should have asked whether the plaintiff's c nduct had 
been detrimental to the interests of the club. He said on 
the above grounds he should grant an injunction, with costs, 








PracticE—Mortion to Commit—Ricut To SEE AND 
Answer AFFIDavIT IN Repty.—In a case of Dodge y, 
Brown, also before the Master of the Rolls, on the 28th ult., 
a question was raised whether on a motion to commit, the 
respondent was entitled to see or answer an affijavit in reply 
until it was read on the hearing of the motion. It was 
stated that the practice at law was not to allow the respond- 
ent to see the affidavit until it was read in court, JxSsEL,. 
M.R., said that such had never been the practice in chancery, 
and that on a motion to commit the respondents were entitled: 
to see the affidavit in reply, and, in fact, the parties generally 
— their affidavits before the motion was actually 

eard, 


rd 


PracricE—JUDGMENT—INQUIRIES—INFANTS INTERESTED 
—AFFIDAVIT VERIFYING CLAim.—In a case of In re Bright, 
before the Master of the Rolls on the 29th ult., a question 
arose whether in an action where the plaintiff only desired to 
have judgment for certain preliminary inquiries, it was neces- 
sary to have an affidavit verifying generally the statements in 
the claim inasmuch as infants were interested in the property, 
Reference was made to Senior v. Hereford (L. R. 4 Ch, D. 494), 
where Hall, V.C., said that such an affidavit was necessary. 
JEssEL, M.R., said that his practice was not to require such 
an affidavit, even where infants were interested, if only pre- 
liminary accounts and inquiries were directed. The produc- 
tion of the probate was generally sufficient. 





Lrase—Restrictive CovENANT—CovENANT NOT TO USE 
House ror any “Art, OccUPATION, OR CALLING ’—As30- 
CIATION TO PROVIDE HosprraL ACCOMMODATION ON Pay: 
MENT.—In the case of Putman v. Home Hospitals’ Associa- 
tion, before the Master of the Rolls on the 1st inst., a ques- 
tion arose whether the defendant society had committed a 
breach of a covenant ‘‘not to use the premises or permit 
them to be used in the exercise or carrying on of any art, 
trade, or business, occupation, or calling whatsoever.” 
The defendants were incorporated under section 23 of the 
Companies Act, 1867, in accordance with a licence of the 
Board of Trade, and according to their memorandum of 
association their objects were “to provide accommodation 
for the treatment of all patients, whether such from 
disease or accident, who are able and willing to pay for the 
same according to their respective requirements.” In 
effect, what the defendants inteuded to do was to establish 
hospitals for the middle classes on payment. By their 
articles, avy person subscribing £20 became a member, and: 
entitled to nominate one patient during the year. The 
defendants did not contemplate’carrying on their hospital at 
a profit, and did not intend taking any infections cases. 
They had recently acquired the underlease of certain 
premises, of which the plaintiff was ground landlord, and 
intended to convert them into a home hospital for about 
thirty patients. Jxsset, M.R., was of opinion that the 





there was not the required majority of two-thirds, the 





defendants must be said to intend carrying on the “art ” of 
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es 
healing at the premises in question. The accidentalu e 
by physician of a patient’s house for the purpose of 
qxercising his art couid not be said to be within this cove- 
pant, bat where, as here, it was intended to have some 
thirty patients in one house, and to call in the physicians 
to attend them, that was a user of the house for the very 

e of the physician exercising there his “art.” He 
thought the use the defendants proposed to put the house 
to must be said to constitute their “ occupation or calling.” 
They were constituted for the very purpose of this hospital, 
and if that were not their “ occupation or calling,” 
it would be difficult to say what was. He did not think 
that the acquisition of profit or gain was necessary to con- 
stitute an “occupation.” A person might, for instance, 
do the printing for some large charity, and out of motives 
of charity, and it could not be said but that such person 
had an “occupation.” He certainly thought the defendants 
would be committing a breach also of that part of the 
covenant. He therefore granted the injunction claimed, 


with costs. 








PRAcTICE—ADMINISTRATION AcTION—Proor or Depr— 
Diseure—TriaL oN ArFripavit Evipgence.—In a case of 
In re Shirreff (deceased), Keighley v. Shirreff, before the 
Master of the Rolls on the 1st inst., a question arose whether 
the Master of the Rolls would try a disputed question of a 
debt upon affidavit evidence. The plaintiff alleged that he 
had lent the deceased, Shirreff, a sum of £500, such sum 
having been borrowed through the agency of his partner. 
An action at law had been brought for the debt, when 
Shirreff was alive, the defence being that the money had 
been advanced by the plaintiff as a joint adventure with the 
defendant in a colliery speculation, The jury were unable 
to agree, and were discharged. This action had, subse- 
quently to the death of Shirreff, been commenced for the 
administration of his estate against Shirreff’s administratrix, 
with the will annexed. The debt was disputed, and the 
parties agreed to try by affidavit evidence. The plaintiff’s 
evidence consisted of his own and partner’s oaths, and the 
only evidence to the contrary was the affidavit of Shirreff’s 
solicitor, who stated bis belief that the money was advanced as 
a joint speculation. Shirr: ff’s evidence in the former trial had 
not been made evidence in this action. Having agreed to the 
fact of the former trial, and that Shirreff was now dead, 
JesseL, M.R., said that he would not under the circum. 
stances require the plaintiff to commence an action, and to 
try the fact of the debt on oral evidence, but would determine 
the issue himself. He took into consideration, also, the fact 
that it was alleged that Shirreff’s estate was insolvent, and 
the additional costs the plaintiff would be put to by sending 
him again to a jury, and that, even if the debt were well estab- 
lished, an admivistration action would still be necessary to 
obtain payment. His lordship then went into the evidence 
and decided in favour of the plaintiff, and made the usual 
decree for administration. The plaintiff desired to havea 
declaration that his debt was established, so as to avoid the 
necessity of proving the same again in chambers, but his 
lordship stated that he could not make any such declaration, 
and that formal proof would still be required to be made in 
chambers, as some creditor might then come in and object to 
the proof. 


Brits or Sae Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vicr. c. 81), ss. 8, 10— 
Arrestation By Sctictror—ReGistRaTION.—An important 
question under the above Act was raised in the case of Davies 
Vv. Goodman, which was an appeal from a decision of the 
judge of the Dudley County Court. The respondent (the 
plaintiff in the court below), sued the appellant for the 
Wrongful conversion of his (plaintiff's) goods. The appel- 
lant pleaded that he had seized the goods under a bill of 
sale given to him by the repondent. It was admitted that 
the bill of sale in question was neither attested by a solici- 
tor, nor registered, and it was therefore contended that the 
bill of sale was void under the Bills of Sale Act, 1878, the 
10th nection of which, sub-section 1, enacts that, “the 
execution of every bill of aale shall ba attested by a solicitor 
of the Supreme Court, and the attestation shall state that 
before the execution of the bill of sale the effect thereof 
has been explained to the grantor by the attesting solici- 
tor.” The county court judge held that, as the provisions 
of this section had not been complied with, the bill of sale 





in question was void as between grantor and grantee, an® 
this decision was appealed from. For the appellant, it was: 
argued that the 8th section of the Act, by specifying par- 

ticular classes of creditors, proved that the 10th section did 

not make an unattested and unregistered bill of sale void 

as against the grantee. For the respondent if was con- 

tended that the Act was passed to protect unlearned 

grantors, and that the decision below was right. The- 
court (Lord Conerrper, C.J., and Linpbey, J.) upheld the 

decision of the county court judge. They said that the new 

Act contained a provision not to be found in the old one 

(17 & 18 Vict. ¢. 36). The new Act did not say (insection 

8) that every bill of sale should be ‘‘dulv attested and 

registered,” but that every bill of sale should be duly 
attested and should be registered. The pbrase ‘*shall be 

duly attested” was mandatory, and the next phrase “ shal 

be registered” governed the conditions which followed, 

under which the bill of sale wou!d be void. The 10th 

section of the new Act was mandatory, and it was framed 

for the express purpose of affording protection to the 
grantor and of shielding him from imposition. Their 
lordskips gave judgment for the respondent, with costs. 





PracticE—OrvER BY CoNsSENT To REFER TO ARBITRA- 
TION—AWARD OF ARBITRATOR—AWARD MADE A RULE oF 
CourT—APPLICATION ON AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE.—In & case 
of Jones v, Jones, before Hall, V.C., on tbe 27th ult, a 
motion was made upon affidavit of service to make the 
award of an arbitrator a rule of court. The matters in 
dispute in the action bad, under an order taken by consent 
of counsel for both plaintiff and defendant, been referred 
to Mr. Kekewich, Q.C., as arbitrator. The learned arbi- 
trator having made his award, the application in question 
was made, on the authority of a case of Cudlip v. Smedley 
(12 W. R. 200), and of the form of notice of motion given 
in the latest (3rd) edition of Daniell’s Chancery Forms (No. 
1,944), and the form of order given in the latest (4th) 
edition of Seton on Decrees, vol. 1, p. 403. It was, how- 
ever, brought to the notice of the court that in a very 
recent case—In re Oglesby’s Arbitration (W.N., Aug. 2,. 
1879, p. 151)—the Master of the Rolls had considered that 
in the case of an arbitration by agreement, the proper 
course was to apply that the submission, not the 
award, should be made arule of court. In the present 
case Hatt, V.C., decided that, as the arbitration itself 
was held under an order of the court, although by Consent, 
the award itself, and not the submission, would properly 
be made a role of-eourt, and made the order accordingly. 


Costs—TAxaTION—DIRECTION TO Taxtnc Master—WiIt- 
NESSES NoT CALLED.—In a case of Wedster v. Chatterton, 
before Fry, J., on the 29th ult., the action was brought to 
set aside a lease which the plaintiff had granted to the 
defendant, on the ground of fraud. After some witnesses 
had been examined on bekalf of the plaintiff, his counsel 
abandoned the case, and judgment was given for the 
defendant, with costs. His counsel then stated that the 
defendant was prepared with witnesses to rebat the charge 
of fraud, and asked for a direction to the taxing master to 
allow the costs of those witnesses in the taxation of the 
defendant’s costs. Fry, J., said that he did not think any 
direction was necessary, but that the taxing master would 
have power to allow the proper costs of the witnesses with- 
out it. His lordship added that if a special direction was 
needed, there could not bea more proper case for giving it- 








On Monday it was stated that the Lord Chancellor had 
been ordered by his medical attendant to keep to his room 
for a few days, as his lordship was suffering from a severe 
cold. 

The Virginia Law Journal says that an eloquent lawyer 
who was prosecuting a man fer the murder of Si/as Jones in 
North Carolina, opened his speech as fol'ows: ** Gentlemen 
of the jury, Silas Jones is dead—yon ne’er shall see his 
smiling face again, as he sat with quiet composure on the 
banks of the Yadkin river jerking out the perch and trout 
(hestitation and embarrassment) ; no, gentlemen, Silas lies 
cold and stark in the grave, with his pale face turned up to 
the blue vault of heaven, and—and—-snd his legs cocked up 
about two feet.” 
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THE CONVEYANCING SCALE. 


An appendix to the recent report of the Liverpool Law 
Society contains the following scale of solicitors’ fees in 
conveyancing transactions, which is stated to have been 
Tecommended at a Meeting held on the lst August, 
1879, between a Special Committee of the Council of the 
Incorporated Law Society and the Committee of the 
Associated Provincial Law Societies. 

[No representative from the Liverpool Society attended 
this meeting. | 


SaLts AND PURCHASES. 





PROPOSED SCALE. 





PurcHasEa’s 


’ 
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3 per cent. to £500 
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It is suggested that the following rules be adopted in 
any case :— 
1. Sales in lots to be treated as separate transactions, 
if lots are sold to separate purchasers. 
2. In sales and purchases of equities of redemption 
the scale to be calculated on the money paid and 
the principal of the mortgage debt. 


LOANS, 





PROPOSED SCALE. 





MortGaare’s 
Soxiciror. 


MortGagor’s 
Sovicirog. 


§ of Mortgagee’s : per cent. to £2,000 


15,000 
Solicitcr, 4 >, afterwards 




















$$$ 
Leases, &o, 

With reference to leases and conveyances in fee, or for 
long terms on rents (which are usually called chief or fog 
farm rents), it is recommended that the scale proposed in 
1876 should be adopted with a slight reduction, and that 
it be as follows:— 


For Leases at Rack Rent (ExcerT MininG Leaszs), 


Lessor’s solicitor for preparing and completing lease, 
Up to £40 rent... sae sa we £4 

For every £10 beyond £40 to £100 ... 
For every £10 beyond £100 to £200... 


15s. 
5a. 
28. 6d., but the 
For every subsequent £10 total not to 
exceed £20, 
( One-third of the 
amount pay. 
able to the 
lessor’s goli. 
citor, bat 
never to be 
less than £2, 
The lessor’s solicitor to have £2 in addition in all caseg 
where there is a counterpart. 


Lessee’s solicitor, for perusing draft 
and completing sam ae we | 


SrecimeEN TABLE. 





Lessee’s Sorrcrror. | Lessor’s Souiciror, 





RASROUSROB 


=— 
Certs Tara awh 


~_ 
ADWOAIeAmMOOOe 


A mW cow wrod toprol 
SeROCMMBDeOSoe& 


sceceooeocooocos 


1,000 
and above 














For ConvEYANCES IN Free, OR FOR ANY OTHER FREEHOLD 
EsTaTeE Reservinc Rent, oR Buripinc Leases Ree 
SERVING RENT. 


Vendor’s or lessor’s solicitor, for preparing and com 
pleting conveyance or lease (exclusive of abstract of title, 
if furnished) :— 

Up to £5 rent ... ove aie 

For every £5 beyond £5 to £50 

For every £5 beyond £50 to £150 


eee £5. 
20s. 
10s. 
5s., bat the total 
not to exceed 
£50. 

( One-third of the 
amount pay: 
able to the 
vendor’s or 
lessor’s goli- 
citor, bat 
never to be 

Jess than £3. 

The vendor's or lessor’s solicitor to have £2 in addition 
jo all cases where there is a counterpart or duplicate, 


For every £5 beyond £150 


Parchaser’s or lessee’s solicitor, for 
perasing draft and completing 


Specimen TABLE. 
Purcnasen’s or 
Lassrn’s Sonicrron 


VENDOR'S OR 
Lesson’s SOLIOITOR. 





cavwcococeo:? 


Sor eanvcnwath 
= 


Ssceocooscso® 


-_ 
> 
cocseceoscoecosc]e]e$ce’ 


700 
and above 
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The foregoing scales are to include all charges for pro- 
oration and negotiation, but are not to include counsel’s 
fee, stamps, plans, travelling expenses, or other disburse- 
gents, or time expended on journeys beyond 200 miles or out 
of Eogland; nor are they to include any business of a con- 
gentious character, such as proceedings to enforce perform- 
nce of @ contract, nor any proceedings in any court, such as 
sn application for a vesting order or payment of money into 
or out of court on a chancery sale; nor are they to include 
charges for searching and registering in register counties, nor 
qcknowledgments by married women, nor extra work occa- 
sioned by changes occurring in the course of the business, 
seh as the death or insolvency of a party to the transac- 


tion. 

Fractions of £100 are throughout to be reckoned as £100 
in the case of sales, purchases, and mortgages. As to leases 
ajrack rent, fractions of £10 are to be reckoned as £10, and 
ss to conveyances reserving rent, and building or repairing 
deases, fractions of £5 as £5. 


Copy RESOLUTIONS OF THE COMMITTEE OF THE INCORPORATED 
Law Society or LiIvERPOOL, 


1,.—That this society acknowledges the pains and care 
wbich the council of the Incorporated Law Society of the 
United Kingdom have bestowed upon the question of a 
wale of ad valorem charges in conveyancing matters, and 
trusts that the council will continue their efforts to prepare 
such a scale as shall Le suited for the whole profession and to 
obtain legal sanction to it. 

2,—That this society does not consider the same scale for 
vendors’ and mortgagors’ as for purchasers’ and mortgagees’ 
“licitors either feasible or desirable. 

8—That this society is of opinion that there should be 
ascale of charges by commission for negotiations for sales, 
purchases, and loans (where the same are conducted by the 
wlicitor and not by an estate agent) in addition to the charge 
for the legal work. 

4.—That this society considers the scale of charges pro- 
posed in 1876 by the council of the Incorporated Law Society 
ofthe United Kingdom for rack rent, leases, and building 
leases to be very fair ones, except as regards the commission 
payable to the lessee’s solicitor, which this society considers 
should be one-half as much as the commission payable to the 
lessee’s solicitor, and with such an‘ alteration they would be 
glad to see the scales proposed adopted. 

5.—That in the opinion of this society charges by com- 
mission should be based upon the three following essential 
principles :— 

(1) A consistent graduate percentage ; large transactions 
being charged a less percentage than small ones. 

(2) The recognition of extra charges for negotiations and 
‘auctions, 

(8) Tue allowance to solicitors of purchasers and mort- 
gagees of a higher percen’age than that allowed to solicitors 
of vendors and mortgagors. 

6.—That in the opinion of this society the report of the 
House of Commons’ Committee on Land ‘Transfer to the 
effect that it is desirable that solicitors should be paid by a 
Percentage commission affords a good opportunity for press- 
ing for the adoption of a scale framed upon the principles st 
forth in the 5th paragraph. And that if it be found that 
any such scale is in some respects too high to permit any 
hopes of its being sanctioned by authority, the remedy is to 
be sought in a reduction of the rate of percentage rather 
than in an abandonment of the principles upon which the 
seale is framed. 

7.—That in the opinion of this society the scale of com- 
Mission charges recommended by this society, in conjunction 
with the law societies of Manchester, Birmingham, New- 
eustle-on-T'yne, and Worcester in 1871, is in several respects 
preferable to that adopted by the council of the Incorporated 
Law Society of the United Kingdom in 1876, and is deserv- 
ing of vareful re-consideration by the council previous to the 
adoption of any other scale. 

Upon a copy of the scale being sent to the committee by 
the secretary of the Associated Provincial Law Societies, 
with an intimation that in the opinion of the conference the 
sale for mortgayees’ solicitors was too high, the committee 
passed the following further resolutions :— 

That so far from the scale jointly proposed by the 
iated Law Societies of the United Kingdom and the 
late? Provincial Law Societies for mortgagees’ solicitors 
too high, it is lower than mortgagors are willing to 

My; but that the proposed scale for purchasers’ solicitors is 





too high, except in the comparatively few cases where the 
purchaser’s solicitor not only does the legal work of 
conveying the property, but also negotiates the purchase. 

That there should be an additional allowance to vendors’ 
solicitors in cases where they negotiate the sale ; and that 
the allowance to mortgagors’ solicitors is much too high in 
proportion to that to the mortgagees’ solicitors. That no 
scale will be satisfactory which does not provide for 
different rates when the solicitor does or does not negotiate a 
sale, purchase, or Joan. 








Obttuarn. 


THE RIGHT HON. JOHN ARTHUR ROEBUCKE, 
Q.C., 

The Right Hon. John Arthur Roebuck, Q.C., M.P., died 
at his residence, 19, Ashley-place, Westminster, on the 30th 
ult., after a short illness, at the age of seventy-seven. He 
was the son of Mr. Edward Roebuck, of Madras, where he 
was born in 1802. Having spent the early part of his life 
in Canada, in Hilary Term, 1831, he was called to the bar at 
the Inner Temple. He joined the Northern Circuit, and in 
1848 received a silk gown from Lord Lyndhurst. Atone time 
he practised before the Privy Council, but his attention was 
subsequently almost entirely absorbed by political life. In 
1832, immediately after the passing of the Reform Bill, he 
was elected M.P. for the city of Bath in the Liberal interest. 
He was for several years agent for the House of Assembly of 
Lower Canada in its dispute with the Executive Government, 
and he actively supported the interests of that assembly in 
many discussions in Parliament. He lost his seat for Bath 
in 1837, but regained it in 1841. In 1847 he was again un- 
successful, but two years later he was returned for Sheffield. 
In 1868 he lost his seat at Sheffield, but at the election of 
1874 he was returned at the head of the poll. Mr. Roebuck 
supported the present Government during the discussions 
upon the Eastern Question, and in August, 1878, he was 
raised to the rank ot a Privy Councillor. He dined in the 
hall at the Inner Temple on Tuesday, the 25th alt., but 
caught cold on the following day, and he ruptured a blood- 
vessel while coughing. He was married to the daughter of 
the Rev. Thomas Falconer, of Leighton Hall, Cheshire, and 
he leaves one daughter. 


—— 


SIR ARCHIBALD PAULL BURT. 


Sir Archibald Paull Bart, Knight, Chief Jastice of the 
colony of Western Australia, died at Perth, West Australia, 
on the 2list ult, at the age of sixty-nine. Sir A. 
Bart was the son of Mr. George Henry Burt, Speaker of the 
House of Assembly of the [sland of St. Christopher, where 
he was born in 1810. He was called to the bar at the 
Middle Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1845, and practised 
for several years in his native island. He was for 
several years Speaker of the House of Assembly, and 
from 1849 till 1860 he was Attorney-General of St. 
Christopher, and a member of the Legislative Council and 
Administrative Committee. He also acted for several 
months as Chief Jastice. Ona leaving St. Christopher for 
Australia he was presented with a handsome piece of plate, 
as a testimonial, subscribed for by all classes in the island, 
and a statute was passed, granting him the sum of £500 
from the public revenue in consideration of his valuable 
public services. He was appointed civil commissioner 
and chairman of quarter sessions in Western Aastralia in 
1860, and in the following year he was appointed Chief 
Justice of the Supreme Court of the colony, and he 
occupied that post until his death. In 1873 he received 
the honour of knighthood. Sir A. Burt was married to the 
daughter of the late Dr. John Bryan, bat he became a 
widower in 1870. 


MR, JOHN DICKONSON HOLMES, 

Mr. John Dickonson Holmes, solicitor, died at Barnard 
Castle, on the 16th ult. Mr. Holmes was born 
1819, and was admitted a soliciter in 1841. A few years 
later he commenced to practise at Barnard Castle, where he 
continued in business until his death. He had a good private 
practice, and held several important appointments. He was 





112 SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. Dec. 6, 1879, 





—————, 





a commissioner to administer oaths, and a perpetual commis- 


sioner for the County Palatine of Durham and the North 
Riding of Yorkshire. He had been for several years clerk 
to the Teesdale Board of Guardians, Assessment Committee, 
Rural Sanitary Authority, and School Attendance Committee, 
and superintendent registrar for the district of Barnard Castle. 
He was formerly solicitor to the South Durham and Lanca- 
shire Union Railway Company, and clerk to the Trustees of 
the Bowes and Sunderland Bridge, and of the Mickleton 
and Brough Turnpike Road Trusts. He was also steward 
of several manors in the North Riding. 


MR. FREDERICK GRAIN, 


Mr. Frederick Grain, solicitor, died at Cambridge on the 
22nd ult. Mr. Grain was born in 1827, and was admitted a 
solicitor in 1848, and had practised for over thirty years at 
Cambridge, having for a portion of his professional career 
been associated in partnership with Mr. George Winter. 
He had a large practice, and filled several important appcint- 

~ments. He had been for many years clerk to the county 
magistrates, and cl-rk to the Commissioners of Assessed and 
Income Taxes for the Bottisham Division of Cambridgeshire. 
He was also solicitor to the Cambridge and Cambridgeshire 
Association for the Prosecution of Felons, and one of the 
deputy-coroners for the county. 








Appotutnurents, Ete. 


Mr. Witutam Tuomas Fiscuer AGnew, barrister, of 
Calcutta, has been elected Tagore Professor of Law at the 
University of Calcutta. Mr. Agnew was called to the bar 
at Lincoln’s-inn in Michaelmas Term, 1867, and formerly 
practised in the Court of Chancery. He is one of the 
official reporters to the High Court of Bengal. 


Mr. Henry Brrks, solicitor (of the firm of Stamp, Jack- 
son, & Birks), of Huil, has been elected President of the Hull 
Incorporatei Law Society for the ensuing year. Mr. Birks 
was admitted a solicitor in 1862. 

Mr. Asuton BraD ey, solicitor, of Wrexham, has been 
unanimously elected Clerk to tha Wrexham School Board, 
in succession to Mr. John James, resigned. Mr. Bradley 
was admitted a solic tor in March, 1878. 


Mr. Frepericxk CHaRries BroGpeEN, solicitor, of Lincoln, 
has been appointed Under-Sheriff of the City and County of 
the City of Lincoin for the ensuing year, Mr. Brogden was 
admitted a solicitor in 1877, and is clerk to the St. Swithin’s 
Burial Board, and to the trustees of St. Swithin’s Cuurch 
Lande. 

Mr. Frepericx Burcuer, solicitor, of Kidderminster, 
has been appointed Clerk to the County and Borough Magis- 
trates at that place, in succession to his partner, the lite 
Mr. Henry Saunders, Mr. Burcher was admitted a solicitor 
in 1868. He has also been unanimously elected to succeed Mr. 
Saunders as clerk to the Kidderminster Board of Guardians, 
Assessment Committee, and Rural Sanitary Authority, as 
superintendent registrar for the district, and clerk to the 
Kidderminster District Highway Board. 

Mr. Cuarves Gosie Caampion, solicitor (of the firm of 
Champion, Robinson, & Poole), of 17, Ironmonger-lane, 
and Eastbourne, has been appointed a Notary Public for 
Eas‘ bourne and district. 

Mr. Joseru Nasn Creswe tu, solicitor, of Bromsgrove, 
has been appointed S.licitor to the Bromsgrove and District 
Association for the Prosecution of Felons and Trespassers. 
Mr. Creswell was admitted a solicitor in 1866. 

Mr. Rest WiLLIAM FLint, solicitor (of the firm of Sankey, 
Son, & Flin), of Canterbury and Margate, has been appointed 
Under-Sheriff of the City of Canterbury for the ensuing year. 
Mr. Flint was »sdmitted a solicitor in 1861, and is town 
clerk of Canterbury, and clerk to the Urban Sanitary 
Authority and to the Burial Board. 

Mr, Petty Hooper, solicitor, of Weymouth, has been 
elected Town Clerk of that borough, in succession to his 
partner, the late Mr. Frederick Charles Steggail. Mr. 
Hooper is the son of Mr. Henry Wilcocks Hooper, coroner of 
Exeter; he was aimitted a solicitor in 1867,and is deputy- 
coroner for the Island of Portland. 





Mr. Tuomas Guatissr Mann, solicitor, of York, hag been 
appointed Under-Sheriff of the City and County of the (j 
of York for the ensuing year. Mr. Mann was admitted , 
solicitor in 1866, and is in partnership with his father, Mr, 
John Waddington Mann. 

Mr. Wituram Nansoy, solicitor, of Carlisle, has been 
appointed Deputy Town Clerk of that city. Mr. Nansonjs 
the son of Mr. John Nanson, town clerk of Carlisle, ang 
he was admitted a solicitor in 1876. 

Mr. Wittiam THackeraAy Marpgiort, Q.C., has bee 
elected a Bencher of Lincoln’s-inn. 

Mr. Epwarp Lovestin O'Mattey, barrister, has beg 
appointed Attorney-General of Hong Kong. Mr. O'’Malh 
is the son of the late Mr, Peter Frederick O'Malley, Q0,, 
recorder of Norwich. He was educated at Trinity College, 
Cambridge, where he graduated as a senior optime in 
1864. He was called to the bar at the Middle Temple ip 
Hilary Term, and was a member of the old Norfolk 
Circuit. He wae, for a short time, arevising barrister, and 
compiled (in conjunction with his brother-in-law, Mr, 
Henry Hardcastle) several volumes of election petition 
reports. He unsuccessfally contested Bedford in the Con. 
servative interest in 1868, and has been Attorney-General 
of Jamaica since 1876. 

Mr. Rozpert Jostan Pzap, solicitor and parliamentary 
agent, of 29, Parliament-street, has been appointed a 
Perpetual Commissioner for taking the Acknowledgments 
of Deeds by Married Women for the County of Middlesex, 
and the Cities of London and Westminster. 

Mr. Witttam Napier Reeve, F.S.A., solicitor (of the 
firm of Freer, Reeve, & Co.), of Leicester, has been appointed 
a Magistrate for that borough. Mr. Reeve was admitted a 
solicitor in 1834, and is clerk of the peace and clerk to the 
Lieutenancy for Leicestershire, aud under-treasnrer of the 
county. 

Mr. CLEMENT StRETTON, solicitor, of Leicester, has bee 
appointed a Magistrate for that borough. Mr. Stretton was 
admitted a solicitor in 1849, and he is in partnership with his 
brother, Mr. Albert Stretton. He was mayor of Leicester 
for the years 1877-8 and 1878-9, and is an alderman of the 
borough. 

Mr. James THomas Woopuouss, solicitor (of the firmof 
WoodLouse & Peach), of Hull, has been elected Honorary 
Secretary and Treasurer to the Hull Incorporated Law 
Society. Mr. Woodhou:e was admitted a solicitor in 1873. 


DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIP. 


Joun ATKINSON, Henry Coxtins, and Wititam Heyer 
ATKINSON, sclicitors, Whitehaven. November1l. (Gazelle, 
December 2.) 

Mexanctoon Burton Spurr and Witriam Massy 
Mayne, solicitors, 11, Scale-lane, Kingston-upon-Hull 
(Spurr & Mavne.) November 1. (Gazette, December 2) 

JosepH Woopcock and Henry Skipeer RYLAND, 
solicitors, 14, Lincoln’s-inn-fields (‘larke, Woodcock, & 
Rylaud.) November 28. (Gazette, Deember 2.) 

Tuomas Young and Francis Datzeri ‘THOMPSO®, 
solicitors, 6, Great Jamesestreet, Bedford-row, and 9, 
North-end, Croydon. November 1. (dazette, December 2) 





In one of the Western Stites, says the Central Law 
Journal, a case was lately tried at the termination of whieh 
the judge charged the jury, and they retired for consultation. 
Hour after hour passed and no verdict was brought in. The 
judge’s dinner hour arrived and he become hungry ani im 
patient. Upon inquiry he learned that one obstinate jurymat 
was holding out against eleven, That he could not stand, 
he ordered the twelve men to be brought before him. He 
told them that, in bis chargg to them, he had so plaialy 
stated the case and the law that the verdict ought to be 
unanimous, and the man who permitted his individual opiai 
to weigh against the judgment of eleven men of wisdom wi 
unfit and disqualified ever again to act in the capacity of 
juryman, At the end of this excited harangue a lit 
squexky voice came from one of the jurymen. He said: 
“Judge, will your honour allow me to say a word?" Per- 
mission being given, he added: ‘‘ May it please your honoul, 
I am the only man on your side.” 
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Companies. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 


Joint Stock Companizs. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


gars Atyn Leap Mrninc Company, Lrurreo.—By an order made by 
VC. MaJins, dated Nov 19, it was ordered thit the voluntary winding 
upofthe above company be continued. Beall, Queen V.cioria st, 
solicitor for the petitioners 

JQuiraBLE Marine Insurance Company, Limitep.—Pétition for 
winding up, presented Nov. 24, directed to be heard before the M.R. 
on Dee 6. Rogers and Chave, Qieen Victoria st, solicitors for the 
petitioner 

Ggounp Rents Skcurities Association, Limrrep.—Petition for w'nd- 
ing up presented Nov 27, directed to be heard before V.C. Malins, 
on Dec 5. Hurchinson, Gresham st, solicitor forte petitioner 

NortHeen Counties or EnGianp Fire INsurance Company, LIMIreb. 
Petition for wind ng up presented Nov 25, direc’ed to be heard before 
the M.R., on Dec 6. Dollman, Cornhill, solicitor tor the petitioner 

Wreck Recovery AND Satvace Compayy, Limitep.—Petition for 
winding up presented Nov 25, directed to ba heard before V.C. Malins 
on Dec 5. Mayhew, Walbrook, solicitor for the petitioners 

(Gazette, Nov. 28.] 


Basro. District Foresters’ Hatt AND DispreNsary Company, 
lamirep.—Pet tion for winding up presented Nov 27, direc’ed t» be 
heard befora the M.K., on Dec 13, Tilley and Soames, Fiasbury pl 
South, for Essery, Bristol, s licitor for the petioners 

Hativax Newspaper Company, Limitep.—Petition for winding up 

nted Nov 29, directed to be heard before V.C. Malins, on Dec 12, 
yion an? Jaques, Ely p!, for Holroyde and Smith, Halifax, soli- 
citors for the petitioner 

Maronat TEMPERANCE BeveraGe Company, Limirep —By an order 
made by V.C. tiall, dated Nov <1, it was ordered that the above com- 
pany be wound up. Lydall, Southam; ton bldgs, Ohsencery lane 

Rainway aD Pousiic Works, Contracr Comeaxy, Limirep.—The 
M.R, bas, by an order dated June 19, app»inted Mr. G. Chandler, of 
Coleman s', to be official liquidator 

Taytor’s PaTeNntT SEWING Macaine Company, Limirep,—Creditors are 
Tequired, on or betore Dec 31, to send their names and address:s, and 
the particulars of their debts or claim, to Benojamin P.ck»riag, jun, 
Parliament st, Kingston-uven-Hull. Jaa 15 ac 12 is appointed for 
bearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claim 

Wreck RecoverY anp Satvace Compasy, Limrrep.—Petition for 
Wading up, presented Nov 28, directed to be neird before V.C. 
Malins, on Dec 12. Lowless and Co, Martin’s lane, Cannon st, 
solicitors for the petitioner 

[ Gazette, Dec 2.] 


UNLtMitep IN CHANCERY. 

CuestexFIELD AND Norta Dersysurre Bankinc Company.—By an 
order made by V.C. Hal, dated Nov 21, is was orderad thit the 
voluntary winding up of the company be continued. White and Sons, 
Bedford row, solicitors for the petitioners 

[ Gazette, Nov 28.] 


Inenicx AND Norta Katty Juncrion Rattway Company.—The M.R. 
hss, by an order dated Aug 8, appointed Edward Luff Hawkins, 
Coleman st bldgs, to be official 1 quidato-, Creditors are required, on 
orbefore Jan 6, to send their names and addresses, and the par- 
tieulars of their debts or claims, tofthe above. Jan 13 at 12 is 
appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the deb's and claims 

(Gazeite, Dec 2,] 


County PAtatInE oF LANCASTER. 
LiMiTED IN CHANCERY. 
Ewrness Enornrer1xne Company, Limirep.—Petition for winding up, 
sented Nov 29, directed to be heard betore the V.C., at St George’s 
, Liverpool, on Dec 10 at 10. Mather, Liverpool, solicitor for 
the petitioners 
[ Gazette, Dec 2.) 


Frienpiy Societies Disso.vep. 
Inna Co-oPERATIVE Society, Limirep, Great George st, West- 


Minster. Nov 26 
[ Gazette, Dec 2. | 





= 





In a recent case before the Probate Division, the President 
tid :—I take again the opportunity of saying that, unfortu- 
nately, I am deprived of the means of investigating these 
Very humerous undefended cases. Their number naturally 
taises One’s doubts and suspicions as to the genuineness of 

em all, and it is impossible for the court to investigate 

m. The Queen’s Proctor is now liable to be condemned 
in costs, and that naturally and properly deters him from 

mg up a case except where the evidence is very clear. 
re remains, therefore, no inducement for any one to 
before the court the real truth of the case, I have 
y indicated a way in which I conceive it would be 
the yo of the accused (e bring the truth to the 
of the court; but, unfortunately, the present 

Mate of the law prevents it. I greatly regret it. . 

War Burx Gas?—Caarpuis’ Rercectoss Dirruse Dayton t.— 
Tectory, 69, Fleet-street.—[ADvT.] 


Cuase, Cornetivs WILLIAM, Birmingham, 





Law Student's Sournatl. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


The weekly meeting of this society took place on Tuesday- 
evening last, at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, Mr. 
J. Mills occupying the chair. Mr, E. EB. Barry was, after 
a contest, elected a member of the committee, in the place 
of Mr. G. H. Bower, recently appointed to the office of 
treasurer. Two motions, proposed by Mr. Kirk, increasing 
the penalties imposed upon members who fail to attend 
and speak when their names are placed on the agenda 
paper, were, after a spirited debate, negatived by large 
majorities. The subject appointed for the evening’s discus- 
sion was as follows :—‘‘ Goods are let on hire by A. to B. 
B. fraudulently instructs an auctioneer to sell them with- 
out removing them to his sale rooms. The auctioneer does 
80, and pays over the proceeds to B. without notice of the 
fraud. Can A. recover the value of the goods from the 
auctioneer as for a conversion of them?” Mr, Ellis. 
opened the question in the affirmative, and was followed by 
Mr. Serjeant, who supported the negative. Messrs. Kirk 
and Napier then addressed the society in the affirmative, 
and Messrs. Seymour and Evans in the negative. The 
question, on being put to the meeting, was decided in the 
affirmative. 


UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


On Wednesday, the 3rd of December, this society held ita 
usnal weekly meeting at St. Clement’s-inn Hall, Strand,. 
Mr. E. H. Pickersgill presiding. The subject for the 
evening was a motion by Mr. R. D. Acland, ‘‘That this 
society regrets, as impolitic, the recent arrests in Ireland.” 
The discussion which followed was of an animated descrip- 
tion, there being a good attendance and a large number of 
members speaking. Mr. Acland was supported with great 
vigour by Mr. Adolphus Seeton and Mr. Megone, but his 
opponents were ina majority, Messrs. Slater, Skipper, and 
Kains-Jackson opposing the motion from a Conservative, 
Messrs. Shirley Shirley, Harvey, and Parsons from a 
Liberal point of view, and the motion itself finally being 
lost by six votes. Messrs. Mildmay and Wynne having 
been elected members of the society, and certain business 
questions disposed of, the society adjourned shortly after 
ten o’clcck. There will be a legal discussion at the Law 
Institution on Monday, the 8tb, at 7.30 p.m., when a point 
of considerable interest in the law relating to railways will 
be raised by Mr. R. D. Ackland. 





Crevitors’ Claims. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
LAST DAY OF PROOF. 


Gaunt, Even, Leek, Stafford. Dec 18. Arthur v. Gaunt, V.C, Hall. 
Bockett and Son, Lincol’s inn fisids 

Kersuaw, Duranp, St. Peter Port, Guernsey, Esq. Mar 15. Sabon- 
adiere v. Kershaw, V.C. Malins, Taylor, jun, Field ct, Gray’s ina 

Kipp, Epw.rp, Birmingham, Electro Plater. «20. Kidd v. Pear- 
son, V.C. Hall. Cottrell, Birmingham 

Reyyoups, Grorce WILLiAM MacArraur, Woburn sq, Newspaper 
Proprietor. Dec 20. Lamb vy. Reyoolds, M.R. Gurney, Furnival’s 
inn, Holborn ” 

Wincrove, WItL1aAM Georer, Isleworth, Publican, Dec22. Symons 
y. Wingrove, M.R. Armstrong, Gray’s ian sq 

_ ew [ Gazette, Nov. 25.] 


Barsiem v. 
Dec 26. 


Burstem, James Samvet, Claygate, Gent. Dee 31. 
Burslem, M.R. Hale, St Mildred’s ct, Poultry 

Bookseller. 
Betts v. Chase, M.R. Birman, Birmoghsm 

Eaesacn, ADotexus, New Barnet, Timber Merchant, Dec 29, Young 
v. Erlebach, M.&. Boulton, Gresham bidgs, Basinghall st 

Frankish, Richarp Krasy, Scarbor.uzh, Auctoacer. Dec 31, 
Thompson v. Parnell, V.C. Malins, Drawbridge, Searborough 

Jamieson, WiLLtaM, City chambers, Fenchurch st, Ship Owaer. Dec 
29. Ship Owners’ Equitable Mutual Insu’ ance Association, Limited v. 
Gibb, V.C. Hall. Lawless and Co, Martin’s lane, Canaom st 

Perry, A1sHiey, Freemantle, Hants, Gent. Dec 30. Moxham v. 
Froud, V.C. Malins. Pearce, Southampton 

Prncagr, Wittiam Woop, St Margarets-at-Cliffe, Kent, Farmer. Jan 
1, Temple v. Piicher, V.C. Hail. White and Co, Wuitehall pl 

RoLuinson, Cuartes, Barnsley, Hoot Manufacturer, Dec 29. Wake- 
field and Barnsley Union Bank vy. Rollinson, M.R, Marshall, Baras- 


ley 
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‘Taompsox, Taomas Hotztawp, Albert mews, Gloucester road, Job 
Master. Dec 3i. Cator v. Hayward, V.C. Mulins. Webb, Bedford 


row 
[ Gazette, Nov. 28.] 


CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 25. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 


'Baxer, WittraM, Brightlingsea, Essex, Farmer. Dec 9. Pope and 
Co, Colchester 
Barty, Tuomas Davis, Lincoln’s-innefields, Esq. Dec 31. Harrison 
and Co, Bedford row 
Bracxpurne, Rev, Tuomas, Clothall, Hertford, Clerk in Holy Orders. 
Dec 25. Veasey, Baldock 
Boacers, ANN, Methwold, Norfolk. Jan 1. Mason, Wereham 
‘Butt, trancis Josepu, Wroxall, Isle of Wight, Gent. Jan 16. 
Southampton 
CALDWELL, ALMERIA, Plymouth. Feb19. Wilson, Plymouth é 
Exuiorr, Groxce, Sioke Damerel, Devon, Yeoman. Dec 17. Hutchings, 
Devonport 
Frencu, Eviza, Feltham. Dec 18. Walker, Fitzroy st, Fitzroy sq 
Gitt, JosepH, Handsworth, Stafford, Licensed Victualler. Dec 24. 
» Pointon, Birmingham 
Gort, Gzorce, Gedney Fen, Lincoln, Farmer, Dec 20. Caparn and 
Co, Holbeach 
HargrweEtu. Annz, Tobin st, Notting Dale. Dec 8. 
Essex st, Strand 
“H{aatTwEu, SaMvEt, Warwick pl, Notting Dale, Public-house Keeper. 
Dec 8. Guscotte and Co, Essex st, Strand 
Henry, Avicra, Lansdowne-crescent, Bournemouth. Janl. Saxton 
and Morgan, Somerset st, Portman sq 
Hrtcuine, AMELIVs, Brussels, Belgium. Dec 22, Walker 
Theobald’s rd, Gray’s-inn 
InoLepew, Exvizazera Ann, South Lambeth rd, Stockwell. 
Diggies, Hiber: ia-chambers 
JEFFEREYS, JAME*, Tottenham Court rd, Optician. Dec 25, 
Livcoln’s-inn-fields 
Jo.urre, CHARLES JoHN, Eastney, Hants, Yeoman. Jan 1. 
and Co, Portsea 
— Mary, Bishopsfield, nr Chester. Deco 19. Bridgman and Co 
ester 
Kiexman, Joun, Brighton, Butler. Jan 15. Valpy and Co, Lin- 
coln’s-inn-fields 
Lawrence, losert, Jan 31. Scott, 
Berkeley 


Lerever, Sir Joun Georce SHaw, Seymour st, Portman sq, K.C.B. 
Dec 18. Farrar and Co, Lincoln’s-inn-fields 

Murre.t, Mary Ann, George st, Portman sq. Dec3l. Stileman and 
Neate, Sou:hampron st, Bloomsbury sq 

‘Patrison, Donotoy WynpLow, Walsall. Dec 31. Slater and Mar- 
shall, Butcroft, Darlaston 

RicHawDs0N, JANE Mania, Greenwich. Dec 26, Bristow and Shepherd, 
Greenwich 

Ricwarpson, Joseru, Greenwich, Urdertaker. 
Shepherd, Greenwich 

Movcett, Joun Lorv, Liverpool, Fisherman, 
Holden, Liverpool 

Roy te, Rev, James Parricx, Litcham, Norfolk, Clerk in Holy Orders. 
Jan 1. Mason, Wereham 

Sanps, Sanan Frances, Highbury-crescent, Merchant. 
Dec 17. Johnson and Co, Austin Priars 

a eg Sotomon, Satwell, Berks, Farmer. Dec 18, Field, 

eacin, 


4 
a ~ AtrreD. Old Kent rd, Grocer. Dec 27. Lockyer, Dept- 
‘or 


Bull, 


Guscotte and Co, 


and Co, 
Jan 8. 
Frame, 


Besant 


Yatton, Somerset, Gent. 


Dec 26. Bristow and 
Dec 13. Cleaver and 


Islington, 


Sriver, Rev. Spencer Toornton, Watford, Hertford, Clerk in Holy 
Orders. Dec 3l. Sdgwick and Turner, Watf rd 

Simms, Joun, Wa wick-gardens, Kecsington, Gent. Micklem 
and Son, Gresham st 

Stevens, James Francis, Hop Exchange, Southwark, Contractor, 
Dec 31. Paiker, Bedford row 

TOWNSEND, Jane, Forest Hill, Kent. Dec 31. 
coln’s-inu- fields 

Wart, Jutta Frances, St Lukes 1d, Westbourne Park. Dec 31. 
Drace snd Oo, Billiter sq 

Wricut, Epwarp, Wokington, Berks, Deo 31. 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

“WILLIAMSON, MARTHA TAyLoR, Cheltenham. Jan1. 

aud Co, Chelteuham 


Jan |. 
Pollock and Co, Lin- 


Surgeon. Soames, 


Winterbotham 


[ Gazette, Nov. 21.]} 


Barnes, Srepnen, Bildeston, Suffilk, Yeoman. Dec 81. 
and Ffennell, Hadie'gh 
-BatTiy, CarnoLing, Grove End rd, St. John’s Wood. Jan 15. 
aud Compton, Gt George st, Westminster 
Beapon, Rev. FrepeRick, North Stoneham, 
Dec 31. Wooldridge and Son, Winchester 
Butrer, Tuomas, Sic fficld, Yeoman. 
Sheffield 
Domrer, Joun, Knowle, Southampton, Yeoman, 
and Son, Winchester 
_Exiisos, WitttaM, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Tinsmith. Jan 10, 
and Co, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Howkxtns, James, Paiiton Hail, Warwick, Grazier. Jan 12. Watson 
and Baxter, Lutterworth 
Huriock, ANN Sopuia, Withycombe Rawleigh, Devon. Jan 1, 
Reichel, Spensholt, nr Wantage 
Jarrett, Herpert Newron, Milnthcrpe, Winchester, Esq. Dec 31. 
Wooldridge and 8on, Winchester 
KENDELL, Joun, Runham, Norfolk, Farmer. Dec 19, Cory, Great 
Yarmouth 
om Chippenham, Cambridge, Farmer. Dec 31. York, New- 
market 
“KINDERSLEY, the Right Hon. Sir Ricuarp Torin, Knight, Clyffe, nr 
Dorchester, Jan 8. Farrer and Co, Lincoln’s-inn-fields 
Inc, JouN, Thorpe Hamlet, Norwich, Decorator. Blyth, 
Norwich 


Robinson 
Withall 
Southampton, Clerk. 
Dec 24. Rodgers and Co, 
Dec 31. Wooldridge 


Hoyle 


Feb 2, 


| Friday ....00.. 12 





eS 

LockstT, Tuomas, Norton Folgat2, Lead and Glass Merchant, Jag 31, 
Hilbery, Billiter st 

MarsHatt, JosepxH, Stansfield, York, Butcher. Jan 2, Stansfield 
and Sagar, Todmorden 

Moses, Mary, Newport, Monmouth, Jani. Lloyd, Newport 

Newton, MontaGue GasriEy, Earl’s-court-square, Kensington, Gent, 
Dec 24. Mossop, Cannon st 

Pratt, Saran, Colleze-terrace, Cambridg3. Dec 31. Francig and 
Francis, Cambridge : 

PriesTLEy, MarcGaRet McInrosn, Upper Hamilton-terrace, Hyde Park, 
Jan 21, Taylor and Co, Furnival’s-inn 

Putor, Epwaep Gkorge, Addison House, Balham ILill, Licensed Vig. 
tualler. Jan 1, Finch, Borongh High st 

SauNDERS,, WALTER, Upper North st, Puplar, Brown, Lin. 
coln’s-inn- fields 

ScuvtTHes, WILHELM, Brompton rd, Professor of Music. Deg 4, 
Jackson and Piince, Cannon-st 

SmitH, ANN, Winchcomb, Gloucester. 


Dec 22. 


Jan 1. Brown, Wah 
brook : 

SmirH, WILLIAM, sen., Welton, York, Yeoman. Dec 27. Wilson and 
Son, Hull 

STEWART, Dantet, High st, Kensington, Hotel Proprietor. Dee 3], 
Watts, Yeovil 

Tompson, JANE, Harrogate, York. Dec 20. Powell, Harrogate 

THorsurn, JoHN Cowan, Walsali, Draper. Dec 25. Baker, Wal 
sall 

TurrerR, FERDINAND FREESE, Bognor, Sussex, Lieutenant, RN, 
Dec 19. Hallett and Co, St. Martin’s pl, Trafalgar sq 

Wane, Witttam, Langley, Bucks, Gent. Dec 31. Drawbridge, Gt 
James st, Bedford row 

Waiaut, Robert, Shirley, Southampton, Gent. Jan 15, Bailey ang 
White, Winchester 

Wattis, James, New Park rd, Brixton-hill, Builder. Dec 17, Corsellis, 
Wandsworth ' 

Warp, Joun, Ashby Folville, Leicester, Miller. Dec 26. Wright and 
Hincks, Leicester 

Waurre, Tuomas Georce GrauaM, Wethersfield, Essex, Esq. Decil, 
Wade and Knocker, Great Dunmow 

WItxinson, Mary ANN, Cote a’Or, Branxton, New South Wales, 
Jan 19. Leathes and Maynard, Langhum_pl. Portland pl 

bal aon Tuomas, Sianhope, Durhum, Gent. Dec20. Thompson, Sta 


‘pe 
Wnricat, Georce Royie, Hampsthwaite, York, Gent. Feb 2. Weather. 
head and Burr, bingley 
[ Gazette, Nov 25,) 








Court Papers. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota oF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Count oF 

Date. APPEAL. 
Monday, Dec. 8Mr. Clowes 
Tuesday ...... 9 Koe 
Wednesday.... 10 Clowes 
Thursday .... ll Koe 
Friday....e.00 12 Clowes 
Saturday...... 13 Koe 


Master OF THB 

Rous. V.C, Matin, 

Mr. Cobby 
Jackson 
Cobby 
Jackson 
Cobby 
Jackson 


V. C, Haun. 


Mr. Teesdale 
‘arrer 

Teesdale 
Farrer 

‘Teesdale 
Farrer 


Y. C. Bacon. 


Monday, Dec. 8Mr. Leach Mr. Ward 
Tuesday ...... 9 Latham Pemberton 
Wednesday.... 10 Leach Ward 
Thursday .... 11 Latham Pemberton 
Leach Ward 


Saturday...... 13 Latham Pemberton 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
LONDON.—MICHAELMAS SITTING, 1879. 
LIST OF ACTIONS FOR TRIAL. 
(Continued from page 95.) 
153 Johnson (Harper, B and B) v Potter (J _M Green) 
154 Thornton, Trustee, &c (Blachford, R K and W) v Hyma 
and anr (G M Cooke) ot 
155 Carver (Fry and H) v Grieves (Mozley and 8), comumissi@ 
156 Learoyd (Lowless and Co) v Parker and Co (Field, B and 
Co), commission 
157 Witney (Baker and N) v Barnardo (Nisbet, R and D) 
158 Brickley (H W Christmas) v Fairclough (Stone, M and §) 
159 Hockley Hall and Whately Collrs and Brickworks, limd 
(Wright B and W) v Barton (Satchell and C), stayed 
160 Same (Same) v Same (Same), stayed 
161 Purssell (F W Mount) v Tadman (Tadman and B) 
162 Keith (Truefitt and G) v National India Rubber Co a 
Montagu), 8J 
163 Beeson (Whites R and C6) v Jacobs and anr (EJ Sydney 
and Son), commission 
CP 164 Russell (Russell Son and 8) vSmith (Ravenscroft and 0) 
CP 165 Sage (G Lockyer) v Atwell (Stephens L and Co) 
CP 166 oy and ors (Henderson and B) v Stevens and ant (8 
ee), SJ 
CP 167 Hewetson and Thexton (Shepheard and Sons) v Lamb and 
Wife (Gedge and Co; Stibbard, Gibson and Co), 8J 
QB 168 Northumberland Steam Shipping Co limd (HC Coote) # 
Achard (Hollams Son and C), SJ 


pees 
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SOLICITORS’ 





SU 
oP 169 Walker (R Charles) v Broomhead (Pattison, Wigg and Co)’ 


B 170 Cazal (M Abrahams and R) v Beck and anr (E Lee) 
171 Atkins (Duffield and B) v Warner (Sewell and E) 
QB 172 Smith and anr (W Morley) v Dunlop (J R Bailey) 
gx 173 Barr (A H Miller) v Cutting (Stacpole and Son) 
QB 174 Dixon (G Terrell) v Dettmar (Plunkett and L) 
QB 175 London and Yorkshire Bank, limd (Bischoff B and Co) v 
Birkett Bros (C Harris) 
176 Bennett and anr (A H May) v Ayres (Truefitt and G) 
B17 Fenton (Chapple W and C) v Davidson (Lewis, Munns and 
L 


’ 

QB 178 Cornell and ors (Chorley, Crawford and C) v London Tram 

Co and Clark (H C Godfray; F W and H Hilbery) SJ 
179 Fryer (H.W Christmas) v Russell (W Jarvis and T) 

¢P 180 Soden (E W Taylor) v Williams and Co (C F B Birchall) 

(P 181 Thomas (C Sawbridge) v Buxton (C A Swaine) 

(P 182 ty (G M Weatherfield) v Beane and anr (Young and 
Son 

(P 183 Crane (Angove) v Skinner (Starkey and Co) 

fx 184 Burton (G H Cole) v Weller (S A Tucker) 

fx 185 Lacey (J Evans) v White (C A Swaine) 

fx 186 Paget (Rice and B) v Judd (‘T Johnson) 

fx 187 Earle (J Joseph) v Farjeon (Taylor H and T) 

fx 188 Bader (C Mossop) v Gordon (G E Carpenter), SJ 

¢P 189 sy W Mackreth) v Linder and ors (Shepheard and 
Son 

fx 190 Dudgeon and anr (W R Preston) v Casey (J Neal) 

fx 191 Hawkins (Learoyd L and P) v Rowan and anr (Words- 
worth, B H and Co) 

QB 192 oy _ ors (Travers Smith and B) Burke (Brady and 
Son) 8 


¢P 198 Compton and anr (Farnfields) vy Harrison and anr and 
West London Extension Ry Co (Keene and M W Heg- 
gerty), SJ 
fx 194 Dupuy (Lumley and L) v Sulman (Smith and Wood) 
CP 195 Siegle (J Hayward) v Dower (W A Storry) 
fx 196 Allnatt (W R Preston) v Reed (Parker and Co) 
¢P 197 Barnett (Beard and Sons) v Metropolitan Railway Co 
(Burchells), SJ 
fx 198 King (Mozleyand 8) v Guerrico and De Salles (Murray H 
and § ; Foss and Legg) SJ 
QB 199 — — and Co (Hollams Son and C) v Pinkney (Stocken 
anc 
CP 200 Norwood and ors (Parker and Co) v Commercial Union 
Assurance Co (Hollams Son and C) SJ 
CP 201 Bodman (E W Parkes) v Wyatt and ors (J Tucker) 
Ex 202 Duck (Schultz and Son) v Clark (J Cotton) 
Ex 203 Webb (W R Preston) v Coleby (F F Smallpiece) 
QB 204 Few and Thoday (Hollams Son and C) v Truman, Hanbury 
and Co (Clapham and F) SJ 
QB 205 — Co (M Abrahams and R) v Betzold (G and A 
1nGoO 
CP 206 Harvey (Bristow and 8) v Wilcox (C F B Birchall), com- 
mission 
CP 207 Stevens (Harper B and B) v Locke (Duignan and 8) 
QB 208 Glover (J W Few) v Morgan (Carr B D and M), SJ 
QB 209 Abell (G and W Webb) v Abrahams and Cooper (M Abra- 
hams ; Micklethwait and Co) 
QB 210 Butler (J M Barnard) v Sheffield (Boxall and B), SJ 
CP 211 Curtis (Crossley and B) v More (Lucas and Coe) 
QB 212 Hart and ors (A G Ditton) v Anderson (G H Hall) 
CP 213 Barber (Bristow and 8) v Wilmot (Stacpole and Son) 
CP 214 Fraser (Jacobs and V) v McGavin and Co (J D Peard), SJ 
Ex 215 4 a Horne (T R Richardson) v Eno (Garrard J and 
1) 8 
CP 216 Fuller (Peisse and Son) v Dore (T § Wills) 
217 Nesbit (S F Langham) v Skipper and East (Vandercom L 
and H), SJ 
218 Wilson (J R Bailey) v Wright (Bellamy, Strong and Co) 
219 Wathews (L Barnett) v Shepherd (Parker and B) 
220 Foyle (W J Myatt) v Wynsburghe (J H Jonas) 
221 — and Wife (King and Peto) v Russell (Allen and 
on 
222 Hurley (J T Moss) v McMahon (H J and T Child) 
223 Freame and ors (G Lockyer) v Holdsworth (J Laidman) 
224 Barclay (R Charles) v Guild (Clarke R and C), SJ 
225 Sir John Pirie and Co (Parker and Co) v The Middle Dock 
Co (W A Crump and Son), without jury 
226 Hall (Same) v Jupe (Waltons B and W); SJ 
227 Peterson (J Girdlestone) v Stammers (Stocken and J), SJ 
228 Selman (W H Arms:rong) v Hunt (Lewis and L) 
229 Robinson (J Rexworthy) v Browne (W H Hudson) 
230 Keeble (W F Morris) vy Whitworth and ors (Ashurst M and 
Co), commission 
QB 231 White (Chorley, Crawford and Co) v Hobson (Rooks and 


Co), 
OP’ 232 Buxton go and Co) v Walsh (Milne R and M) 
OP 233 Keddie (JC Button and Co) v Mac Gavin and Co (J D 


WSNSS SSE": PEtr.. & 


eard) 
Ex 234 te Co (Rooks and Co) vy Willis and Co (Chorley and 


OP 235 orm ee Co (Waltons B and W) v Curwin (Field 
and Co), 
QB 236 R and J Craig (Hollams Son and C) y Campbell, Heatley 
and Co (Parker and Co) 

Ex 237 Harding, trustee, &c (Lyne and H) v Foster, Porter and Co 
c (Phelps 8 and Co) SJ 

P 238 Dexter (W R Smith) v Willmott (R Voss) 

QB 239 Pawson (E Flux and L) v Gye and anr (Stibbard G and Co), 


B 240 Waddell, trustee, &c (A G Ditton) v Lyte (Tylee and Co)***- 
oP 241 Simpson (W Shearman) v Long (Baer and N) 
242 Stuart and ors, exors, &c (G@ T Woodroofe) vy Hanrott (W H 


Hargreave) 
QB %43 McAlister and ors (Hollams Son and C) v Fenning (Fresh- 
fields and W) Commission, SJ 


CP 
Ex 
Ex 
CP 


cP 
Ex 


CP 
QB 
C 


QB 





244 Spicer and anr (Lowless and Co) v Oates (J T Moss) 

245 Isaacs ‘(C E Goldring) v London and North-Western Rail- 
way Co (R F Roberts), SJ 

246 Bruckin (Spyer and Son) v Stokoe (Dawes and Sons) 

247 = a Bridge Co (F Stanley) v Cory and Son (Farn- 

elds 
248 Heather (Jas Heather, junr) v Beall (J Holder) 
249 Darrell, Secretary &c (Dawes and Sons) v Tibbitts (In per- 


son), 

250 roa (Waltons B and W) Mutual Al Marine Insurance 
Co (Pritchard and Sons), without jury 

51 Henderson (Cattarns J and H) v Sheehan (J Frost 

P 252 Larkins and Hadland (Lowless and Co) v Mercantile 
Mort. Bank and anr (Smith and Howard), stayed 

253 Protector Endowment Loan and Annuity Co (T H Devon- 
shire) v Payne (Gadsden and T) 

254 Evans (J Evans) v Kennedy (T M Jenkins) 

255 Walsham (W Beck) v Quin (Bower and C) 

256 Corey (Wyatt and B) v Docwra (Hogan and H) 

257 Dupuy and anr (Lumley and L) v Sulman (Smith and Wood) 

258 Saleur (J E Hetley) v Nicholson (Yeo and W) 

259 The Protector Endowment Loan and Annuity Co (T H 
Devonshire) v Grice (Cronin and R), without jury 

260 Scowen the younger (Angove) v Hunter (C J Orton) 

261 Sparrow (J B Chidley) v Hatch (Robinson and H) 

262 Green and Son (Drake, Son and P) v Smith (H H Poole), 


SJ 

263 Bolckow, Vaughan and Co (Waltons B and W) v Fisher 
(Chester and Co), SJ 

264 The Kursk Charkoff and Azof Railway Co (Same) v 
Harrowing (G and W Webb), SJ 

265 Lewis and Co (Arkcoll, Jones, and C) v Money Wigram and 
Sons (Freshfields and W), SJ 

266 Anglo Foreign Banking Co limd (Same) v The Globe 
Steam Ship Colimd (Waltons B and W), SJ 

267 Noernoss Block Ice Shipping (Herbert and Kent) v Royal 
Mail Steam Packet Co (Wilson B and C) 

268 Andersen and anr (Same) v Same (Same) 

269 Ratcliffe (J Hill) v Crabb (T Beard and Sons) 

270 Witty (M Abrahams and R) v Lecaan (Truefitt and G) 

271 Giles (Speechly M and Co) v Capital and Counties Bank 

(Bradby, Robins and Co) 

272 Thomas (Lowless and Co) v Larnder (Farnfields) 

273 Phillips (H R G Fowkes) v Pheenix Gas Light and Coke Co 
(Young, Jones R and H), SJ 

274 Schrier (Fry and H) v Goldsworthy (Turner and Son) 

275 Air Gas Light Co, limd (R. Hewlett) vy Herapath (R. 8. 
Gregson) SJ 

276 Ruck Bros (J E Turner) v Henderson Bros (Plews Iand Co), 
commission 

277 Duffield and anr (W Tanner) v Tomkins and anr (A E 
Webb), SJ 

278 Jones and Co (Truefitt and G) v Clarke and ors (W Beck) 

279 Great Britain Mutual Life Assurance Society (Prideaux 
and Son) v Rutherford (J and E Scott) 

(To be continued.) 





Legal Pews. 


At the Bow-street Police Court on the 27th ult., before Sir 


James Ingham, Mr. Charles Hastings Collette, solicitor to 


the Society for the Suppression of Vice, of 23, Lincoln’s- 
inn-fields, was brought up, on a warrant, for misappropfia- 
ting the sum of £2,050 in December, 1877, and subsequent 
dates, for which he was a trustee in behalf of Mr. Henry 
Charles Finch and others. At the request of Mr. Besley, 
who appeared for the defence, the hearing of the case was 
postponed, bail in two sureties in £1,000 and the defendant’s 
recognizances in £2,000 being allowed for his appearance. 


On the Ist inst., the Surrey Sessions Bench and Bar Mess 
entertained Lord Justice Thesiger and Baron Pollock at 
dinner at the Albion Tavern, Mr. Hardman, the chairman 
of the bench, occupying the chair. Lord Justice Thesiger, 
in responding to the toast of the ‘‘ Health of Her Majesty’s 
Judges,” said that this toast was always received with good 
will in this country, because Her Majesty’s judges were 
selected from the mass of the community and not from » 
special class. He had a title to be present at the meetings of 
the Surrey Sessions both by descent and by purchase. It 
was more than sixty years since his father, the first Lord 
Chelmsford, joined the Surrey Sessions. 


On the 1st inst. a deputation, consisting of members of the 
Edinburgh Chamber of Commerce, the Edinburgh Merchant 
Company, the Scottish Trade Protection Society, the Leith 
Chamber of Commerce, the Aberdeen Chamber of Com- 
merce, and the Dundee Chamber of Commerce, waited on 
the Lord Advocate in his chambers, Parliament-square, 
Edinburgh, with reference to the subject of fraudulent bank- 
ruptcies. The deputation impressed on his lordship the 
desirability of having a Penal Act passed which would apply 
to fraudulent bankrupts. The Lord Advocate said he would 
consider the statements that had been made, and ex— 
pressed himself in favour of a measure having in view the 
object aimed at by the deputation. 
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PUBLIC COMPANIES. 
Dec. 4, 1879, 
GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 


3 per Cent, Consols, 973 xd Annuitias, April, °s5, 9§ 

Ditto for Acccunt, 973 xd Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 

Do; 3 per Cent. Reduced, 97 Ex Bills, £1000, 24 per Ct.7 pm. 
New 3 per Conb., 97§ Ditto, £500, Do, 7 pm. 

Do, 34 perCent., Jan, ’94 Ditto, 2100 & £3Cv, 7 pm. 

Do. 24 perCent., Jan. 94 Bank of England Stook, 269 
Annuities, Jan. ’80 Ditte for Account. 


RAILWAY STOCK. 





Railways. Paid. Closing Price 





Stock|Bristol and Exeter 
Caledonian 
Glasgow and South-Western .....occccsseesoeeees 
Great Eastern Ordinary Stock sseccccccssssssers 
Great Northern ...... 
Do., A Stock* consccevcosecnsesesensecoooncetos 
Great Southern and Western of Ireland 
Great Western—Original sesco.rescceeees 
Lancashire and Yorkshire ........esce0» 
London, Brighton, and South Coast.. 
\London, Chatham, and Dover .. 
(London and North-Western ,, 
\London and South Western .....0. , 
Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln .......00.- 
Metropolitan 
DO., District .recccccocrosssreecserersesescoscceners 
Midland.....c.ccccccccrsccsseccvcceresseneccsccccsecccceres 
North British 
| North Eastern 
North London 
North Staffordshire ...... 
MOU DOPOR:. covrcocccecesarsoncccsccccecccecesoceeeess > 
South-Eastern | 100 128 


* A receives no dividend uatil 6 per cent. has been paid to B, 























Seen eee erence on 




















BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 
HARGRAVE—Dec. 1, at Stoke Newington, N., the wife of 
William Henry Hargrave, Solicitor, of a daughter. 


EATHS. 

Bovurne—Nov. 29, Henry T. Bourne, late of Alford, Lincoln- 
shire, Solicitor, aged 67. 

Burt—Nov. 21, at Perth, Western Australia, Sir Archibald 
Paull Burt, Chief Jusiice, aged 69. 

Kinepon—Vec. 2, at 3, Clarendon-road, Kensington, W., 
Thomas Kingdon Kingdon, Q.C., Bencher of the Inner 
Temple, Recoraer of Bristol, aged 67. 

Mortiock—Dec. 1, at Caxton, Cambs, Henry Mortlock, 
Solicitor, aged 66. 

Untuank—Dec. 3, at 59, Westbourne-terrace, Hyde-park, 
Jobn Unthank, late Master of the Supreme Court, Queen’s 
Bench Division, aged 81. 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


Bankrupts. 
Fripay, Noy. 28, 1879, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
“Buller, C F  , South st, Grosvenor sq. Pet Nov 25. 
Dec 12 at 11 


Coles, William George, Cross Keys eq, Little Britain, Warehouseman. 
Pet Nov 25. Mur ay. Dec 12 at 12 

Daglish, James, Curtain rd, Cabinet Maker. Pet Nov25. Murray. 
Dec 12 at 11.30 

Davis, James Watt, Covthall bldgs, Throgmorton st, Stock and Share 
Broker. Pet Nov 25. Murray. Dee 12 at 12.30 

Ramsay, John Willi.m, Westbourne grove, Bayswater, Draper. Pet 
Nov 13. Hazlitt. Dec 10 at 12 


To Surrender in the Country, 

Bottomley, Williem, Mann ng»am, Waste Dealer. Pet Nov 25. Rob- 
inson. Bradford, Dec 9 at 9 

Greenstreet, Meriha Ann, Ramsgate, out of business. Pet Nov 26. 
Forley. Canterbury, Vee 12 at 2 

Habberfield, Ruscombe, Newport, Monmouth, Farmer. Pet Nov 25. 
Davis. Nwpor', Dee i1 »t 11,80 

Leech, Dennis Olley, and Henry George, Winterten, Norfolk, Fisher- 
men. Pei Nov 25. Worlle'ge, Gt Yarmouth, Dee 11 at 11 

Sebneider, Arthur Gorden, Clanfield, Hants, Gent, Pet Nov 24. 
Renny. Portsmonh, Dec 1! at lz 

Symonds, George Harnabas, Potton, Bedford, Ironmonger. Pet Nov 24. 
Pearse. Bedford, Dec 12 at 11.30 


Murray, 





ee 
Tugspay, Dec. 2, 1879. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869 
Creditors must forward their provfs of debts to the Registrar, 
To Surrender in London. 
Ewen, Thomas L’Estrange, Pall Mall. Pet Nov 12, Brougham, 
Dec 16 at 1 
Simpson, Charles, Warbeck terrace, Shepherd’s Bush, Agent. Pet Nov 
28. Pepys. Dee 17 at 12 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Brogion, William, and Robert Davidson, Byker, Newcastle-upon. 
Tyne, Builders. Pet Nov 27. Daggett. Newcastle. Dec 12 at 11 
Burton, Leonard Beeche™ Tester, Brighton, Wine and Spirit Merchant, 
Pet Nov 26. Jones. Brighton, Dec 11 at 12 

Collings, Thomas, Topsham, Devon, Master Mariner. Pet Nov 97, 
Daw. Exeter, Dec 12 at 11 

Fell, John Hunter, Barrow-in-Furness, Cattle Dealer. Pet Noy 26, 
Postlethwaite. Ulverston, Dec 12 at 2 

Lee, Josiah, Bournemouth, Baker, Pet Nov 29. Dickinson. Poole, 
Dec ld at 11 

Ricketts, Austin, Chard, Somerset, Innkeeper. Pet Nov 29. Mepler, 
Taunton, Dec 13 at 11 

Smith, George Walkden, Northallerton, York, Draper. Pet Noy 27, 
Jefferson. Northallerton, Vec 16 at 11 

Truman, Charles, and George Apted, Birmingham, Tea Merchants, 
Pet Nov 29. Cole. Birmingham, Dec 16 at 2 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Tugswvay, Dec, 2, 18738. 
Bligh, Joseph, Eastchurch, Sheerness, Builder. Nov 27 
Broadbent,T E  B__ , Thistle grove, West Brompton, Nov 27 
Coath, William, Walsall, Cashier. Nov 20 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Tusspar, Nov, 28, 1879. 

Abrahams, Isidore, sen , Wilton rd, Piml'co, Hatter. Dec 5, and not 4, 
as erroneously printed in last Gazette, at 10 at officesof Lewis, 
Chancer; lane. Micklethwait, Long acre 

Adams, James, Derby, Grocer. Dec 15 at 3 at offices of Robotham, S 
Alkmund’s ch yd, Derby 

Allan, George James, and John Biscomb Herbert, Kingston-upon- 
Hull, Joiners. Dec 1) »t3at the George Hotel, Whitefriar-gate, 
Kingston-upon-Hull. Singlet n, Kingston -upon-Hull 

Allen, Emma, Lovghborongn, Leicester, Grecer Dec 12 at 12 at 
offices of Deane and Hands, Market pl, Loughborough 

Allison, John, Garstang. Lancaster, Blicksmith, Dec 10 at 3 at the 
Horns Inn, Churchtown, or Garstang 

Ames, John, Y-ceifiog, Flint, Farmer. Dec 12 at 12 at offices of Davies, 
Well st, Holywelt 

Austin, George, Worthing, Sussex, Boot and Shoe Maker. 
1l at 145, Cheap:ide, London. Gvodman, Brighton 

Bailey, Benj min, Yardley st, Clerkenwell, no occupation, 
2 at offices of Kennedy, Warwick ct, Gray’s inn 

Banister, David William, Scuth Littleton, Worcester, Farmer. Dec 10 
at 11 at the Crown Hote', Evesham. Eades and son, Evesham 

Banks, Frederick France's, New North rd, Hoxton, Warehouseman, 
Dec 11 at 3 at 88, A dersgate st. Houlders, Barbican 

Barnes, William Charles, Brentwood, Ess«x, Licensed Victualler, 
Dec 15 at 12 at cffice- of Tower, Lower Than.es st 

Barrett, Charles Freeman, Parson Drove, Cambridge, Machinist. 
De: 5 at 12 at the Rose and Crown Hotel, Wisbech. Calthorp, 
Spulding 

Beckingham, Walter Orlando, and Alfred Kinnear Beckingham, South- 
amptou, Printers. Dec 8 at 2.30 at offices of Edmonds aud Co, Cheap- 
side, Watts, Southampton . 

Beechey, Sarah Ann, Kast Grinste:d, Grocer. Dec 9 at 2.30 at offices 
of Peerless and Beechi»g, Tunbridge Wells 

Berry, Joseph Brook, Huidersfield, Woollen Merchant. Dee 15 
at 11 at offices of Westerby, Queen st, Huddersfield, Boocock, 
Halifax 

Black, William, Moss Side, Manchester, Plasterer. Vec 15 at 3 at offices 
of Chew and son, Swan st, Manchester 

Blitz, Wiliam, Holmsdale rd, South Norwood, Dealer in Sewi 
Machines, De. 15 at 3 at offices of Lewis and Lewis, Ely pl, Hol- 

rm 

Botterill, John, Kingston-upon-Hu!'l, Drysalter. Dee 12 at 8 af 
offices of Martinsuv, Ex -hange bldgs, Bowlaliey lane, |Kingston-upon 


Hu 

Bould, Thomas, Hanley, Provision Dealer. Dec 9 at 12 at offices of Pad« 
dock and Son, Old Hall st, Hanley 

Broudbridge, Jules, Furniture Dealer. Dee 15 at 12 at offices 
of Edmonds and Co., Cheapside, London. Cockburn, Brighton 

Brown, Ralpb, Chester-le-street. Durhim, Builder. Dec 16 ab 1% 
at oftices ot Keeriyside, St John’s Chmbrs, Grainger at West, New= 


castle-apon-Tyne 

Burrows, Henry, Oxford, Saddler. Dec 16 at 11 at offices of Mallam, 
High st, Oxford 

Butler, Robert, Stafford, Boot Manufacturer. Dec 12 at 2 at offices of 
Holitham, Bank pas-ag’, Stafford 

Bytord, George, Liverpool, Estate Agent. Dec 15 at 2 at offices of 
Simpson aud North, Kumford et, Liverpool 

Dec 10 at 4 at offices of 


Campvell, John William Hridford, Saddler, 
Atkinson, Tyrrel st, Bradford 5 
Carey, William, Birmingham, Grocer. Dec 9 at 12 at offices of Smith, 
Temple st, Birmingham 


Dec 13 at 
Dec 11 at 


Caron, Edwin Alfred, De Beanvoir crescent, Kingsland, Gelatine: 


Muker. Dee 12 at 3 at offices of Jourdain, Ludgate hill 

Caspar, John, Warner st, Git Dover st, Kgench Hat Manufacturer. Deo 
10 “ 3 at offices of Hicklin and Washingtom, Trinity square, South- 
war 

Chamberlain, Richard Anthony Gibbs, Emscote, Warwick, out of busie 
ness. Dec 15 at 12 at Bowling Green Hotel, Bowling Green st, Ware 
wick, Hesp, Warwick 

Chaplin, George Henry, Great St Helens, Iron Merchant, Dee 8 a 
Guildbail Lavern, Gresham st, in lieu of the place ori 
nav 

Chappell, Th Dalyell rd, Stockwell, of no occupation. Dee 128% 
10 at offices of Norman, Gt Marlborough st, Regent st 





Fernley, J: 
offices of 
Fisher, Ric 
Station I 
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Chapple William Waycott, Asbburton, Devon, Stationer. Dec 9 at 11 
nt affices of Firth, East st, Ashbur on 

herrill, Roderick Edward, Buckingham Palace rd, Public-house 
Broker. Dec 16 at 3 at Inns of Court Hotel, High Holborn, Finnis 


Surrey st, Strand 
are Marquies, Bristol, Tailor. Dec 12 at 12 at offices of 
Dec 


Brittan and Co. Small st, Bristol 
clarke, Edward, Longvort, Stafford, Earthenware Manufacturer. 
gat 3 at North Stafford Hotel, Stoke-upon-Trent. Liewellwyn and 
Tunstall 
C00, pk and James Adams, Leicester, Boot Manufacturers. Deo 17 
stat offices of Wright and Hincks, Belvoir st, Leicester 
(ox, Charles, Great Mtssenden, Bucks, Timber Dealer. Dee 12 at 3 at 
9, High st, High Wycombe. Rawson, Great Marlow : 
Cresswell, Alfred, and William Allen Harrison, Birmingham, Builders, 
Dee 9 at 2 at offices of Baker and Gibson, Waterloo st, Birmiogham. 
Cartwright, Birmingham 
, George, Leicester, Draper. Dec 15 at 3 at offices of Nevill and 
Atkins, Co'ehi ll, Tamworth 
palling, Francis, Kingston-upon-Huli, Draper. Dec 12 at 3 at offices of 
Sammers, Manor st, Kingston-upon-EL all 
Dangerfield, Henry, Shortwood, Gloucester, Innkeeper. Dec 11 at 12 
at offices of York, Berkeley st, G'oucester 
, Daniel, Ponthenry, Carmsrthe», Carpenter. Dec 9 at 10.15 at 
offices of Griffitrs, St Mary st, Carmarthen 
pison, Joseph, Bramley, Leeds, Coal Merchant. Dac 11 at 11 at offices 
of Harrison, East parade, Leeds 
Dambleton, Samuel, Water lane, Carman. 
Cridge, Bishopgate st Withia 
, John, Stone, Staffor!, Boot Manutacturer. Dec 10 at 2,30 
atthe North-Western Hote’, Siaffu d. Turner, Neweastle 
hiley, James, Chicksuley, York, Farmer. Dec 12 at 10.30 at offices of 
Ridgway and Ridgway, Union st, Dewsbury 
femley, Joseph John, Tarvin, Cresver, Book Agent. Dee 12 at 3 at 
offices of Nordon and Mason, Briige st row East, Chester 
fisher, Richard, Millom, Cumberland, Carrier. Dec 10 at 1 at the 
Station Hotel, Millom. Pearso 1, Uiverston 
Fonk, Lewis, Weaver st, Bethna' Green, Grocer. 
oCattlin, Wormwood st, Old Broad st 
ford, William, Siough, Buckingiam, Ionkeeper, Dec 12 at 11 at the 
Royal Hotel, Slough. Charslev, Slouch 
foster, James Henry, Heckmondwike, York, Grease Refiner. Dec 12 
at |) at offices of Stapleton, Union st, Dewsbury 
for, Thomas, Ferndale rd, Brix on, Printer. Dee 10 a¢ 11 at 6a, 
York terrace, Clapham. Howard 
Fraser, James Alexander, Linslade, Buckingham, Nurserrman. Dee 
Wd at 11 at the Elephant and Castle Hotel, Linslaie. Calcott, 
leighton Buzzird 
Futter, Robert William, Wood st, Commercial Traveller. Dec 10 at 
at offices of Piunkett and Leader, St Paui’s chur. hyard 
Gilby, William, Kirton Fen, Lince»ln, Farmer. Dec 12 at 1 at the Red 
Lion Hotel, Bsston. Maples and Son 
Gower, Wil iam, Longney, Gloucester, Fruit Dealer. 
offices of Franklin, Berk: ley st, Gloucester 
Green, Alfred, Stou: bridge, Worcester, Plumber. Dec 6 at II at offices 
of Wall, High st, Stourbridge 
Grove, Joseph, Raglan, Monmouth, Grocer. Dec 12 at 11 at offices of 
Jacob, Monk st, Abergavenny 
Hall, Isaac, Tunstall, Stafford, Beerseller. Dec 9 at 2 
Salt, High st, Tunstall 
Hardman, Frederick, Bris‘ol, Plumber. Dec 9 at 12 at offices of 
Thorne, the Guildhal!, Broad rt, Bristol. Bennet’, B~stol 
tarries, John, Carmarthen, Baker. Dec 8 at 10.5 at cffices of Evans, 
Red st, Carmarthen 
Harris, William Henry, Sparkbrook, ar Birmingham, out of business. 
Dec 6 at 10.15 at offices of Fast, Temple st, Birmingham 
Hwrison, John, Altrincham, Chvst:r, Gr cer. Dee 19 a' 3 at offices of 
Hinde and Co, Mount st, Albert +q, Manchester. Nichvils aud Co, 
Altrincham 
Heath, Samuel, Warrington, Builder. Dec 19 at 11 at offices of Ridg- 
way aad Worsley, Cairo st chimbers, Cairo st, Warring on 
Hird, James, Gateshead, Durham, Innkeeper. Dee 9 at 1 office's of 
Hoyle and Co. Collingwo d st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Hitehin, Amos Henry, Over. nr Wins'o:d, Chester, Furniture Broker. 
Dec 12 at 10 at offices ot Cook, Over, nr Winsford 
» Thomas, Come!ly, G amorgan, Draper. Dec 12 at 2 at offices 
ot David, Camb ia chambers, Tredegar pl, Newport 
, James, Newcistle-upon-Tyne, Warehou-eman. Dee 8 at 2 at 
offices of Macdona'd, Moseley s', Newcas le-upon-Tyn? 
Henry, Hollinwood, Lancaster, Skipmaker. Dc 9 at LI at 
othces of Iremewen, Ward's buildinz+, Deansgate, Manchester 
Jaks, John, jun,, Wolverinampton, Grocer, Dec 16 at 12 at offices of 
Gatis, King st, Wolverhampton 
Evan, and David Charles John, Cardiff, Grocers. Dec 10 at 
30 at offices of Collins, Broad st, Bristo!, Jones, Cardiff 
one, Charles Richari, Bi-nop’s rd, Bethnal Green, Surgen. Dec 
Sat 2 at offices of Hope and Co, Chancery lane 
Joint, William, Swan-ea, Tuilur. Dec 9 at 12 at offices of Davies, Queen 
Cheapside. Evans, Swansea 
ones, John, Pentre, Gixmorgan, Butcher. Dec 12 at 3 at o'fices of 
Hollier and Williams, Pense! sq, Pontyp:idd 
lamb, William, Kingston-npon-Huil, out of business. Dee 9 at 3 at 
offices of Lambert, Bowlall-y lane, \ ingston-uoon- Hall 
ter, Joseph, and Frederick Joseph Wilkinson, Manchester, 
rs. Dec 10 at 3 at offis-s ot Hall and Son, Fountain st, Man- 


Dec 8 at 2 at offices of 


Dec 4 at 3 at offices 


Dec 10 at 11 at 


at offices of 


r 
Leek, Peter John, Belbrough’on, Worcester, Saddler. Dee 15 at 11 at 


Talbot Hotel, Stourbridge. 
veey, James, Middlesbor: uzh, out if business. 
Yer’s Arms, Palme” lane, York 
logan, John, Neweastle-upon-Tyne, Grocer, Dee 11 at 12 at 
Offices of Holmes and "toh on, Piigrim st, Neweastle-upon-Tvne 
Menball, William Henry, Wrotham, Kent, Farmer. Dec 11 at 3 at offices 
of Monckton, and Co , King st, Maidstcne 
wnd, Robert, Altrincha », Chest-r, Draper. Dec 2? at 3 at offices 
e and Co, Mount st, Aloert sq, Manchester. Nicholis, Hiade, 


Coliis, Stourbridge 
Dec 9 at 10 at the 





and Co, Altrincham 


McOlvin, Robert, Jarrow, Durham, Tobacconist. Dec 10 at 3 at offices 
of Wsrlow, C ~_ st, Neweastle-upon-Tyns 

Millward, Edmand, Dinas, t)amorgan, Grocer. Dec 11 at 12 at offices 
(f Koss-r, H'gh st, Pontypridd 

Mounsey, William Wa'lis Nicholson, Cadley, Lancaster, Slate Mer 
chan'. Dec 11 at 3 at the County Court, Winckley st, Preston. 
Spencer, Preston 

Newlove. George, Scarborough, Cordwain>r. 
Richardson. Queen st, Scarborough 

New on Robert, York, Engineer. Dec 12 at 3 at offices of Atkinson, 
Tyrrel st, Bradford 

Nicholson, William, Nottingham, Linen Draper. Dec 12 at 3 at 
— of Everall and Turner, St Peter’s Church Walk, Notting- 
nam 

Page, William, Brockham st, Newington, Carp:nter. Dec 9 at 3atoffices 
o° Hicklin and Washington, Trinity sq, Southwark 

Parson, Charles Freeman, Hertford, Farmer. Dec8 at l2at offices o 
Preston, Mark !ane 

Peek, Tiomas, Wenhaston, Suff lk, Farmer. 
Aller, Thoroughfare, Halesw rth 

Pawley, Josepb, Hanley, Stafford, Tailor. Dec 12 at 12 at offices of 
Tcemkinson and Furnival, Qu en st, Burslem 

Pavne, John Buxton, Manchester, Chemist. 
Minor, Brown st, Manche-ter 

Poole, Henry, William Church Poole, Samuel Poole, and Henry 
Edward Pool, Johnson st, Westminster, Stone Masons. Dec 16 at 2 
— Law Institution, Chancery lane. Prior and Co., Lincoln’s ina 
fi-lds 

Pratt, George, Birmingham, Builder. Dec 12 at 3 at offices of Peace, 
Ann st, Bi mingham. Hemmant, Birmingham 

Price, Thomas Henry, Liverpool, Geocer. Dec 11 at 11 at offices of 
Kiile’, Lord st, Liverpool 

Pro-te’, James, Leeds, Fruiterer. Deo 12 at 3 at offices of Wells, 
Cookri‘ge st, Leeds 

Pryce, Thomas, Scafell, Montgomery, Farmer. Dec 11 at 12.30 at 
offices of Williams and Co, Market st, Newtown 

Randall, Eiward, Shoreham, Kent, Farmer. Dec 16 at 1 at offices of 
Knocker, Lo: don rd, Sevenoaks 

Reeves, ‘William, Birmingham, Builder. Dee 16 at 3 at offices of 
Tyndali and Ce, Waterloo st, Birmingham 

Rhodes, Ellen Maria Margaret, St Paul’s rd, Highbury, Milliner, 
Dec 13 at 12 at 37, Be ‘ford row. Wilson 

Roberts, Richard, Cinde:ford, Gloncester, Innkeeper, 
Gloucester Hot 1. Gl ucester, Jackson, Gloucester 

Robinson, Henry, Birmingham, Boot Maser. Dec 12 at 11 at offices 
of Walford, Waterloo st. Birmingham 

Ros‘nborn, Abraham Jac b, Batley, York, Tailor, Dee 12 at il at 
otlices of Dresser, East parade, Leeds 

Ro hwell, Jobn Chariss, Heaton Norris, Lancaster, Plumber. Dec 10 
at 3 at offices ot Gardner, Cooper st, Manchester 

Simps n, Edward, Newesstle-upon-Tyne, Licensed Victual'er. Dee 16 
at Lt at offices of Keenlyside and Vo, St Johu’s chambers, Grainger 
st West, Newcastie-upou-Tyne 

Skewis, Samne’, aid Joun Wesley Simmons, Birmingham, Rolled Plate 
Glass Manufacturers. Dec 10 at 3 at offices of Hodgson and Haigh, 
Wate oo st, Birmingham 

Sm'th, Alfred Coover, Hinckley, Leicester, Hosiery Manufacturer. 
Dec 15 at 3 at offices of Roberts and Baker, Selbo irae bidgs, Mill- 
sion: lane, Leicester. Wright and Hineks, Leicester 

Smih, Charles, Shaw, Lancaster, Brickmaker. Dc 15 at 3 at offieas 
ot Morray and Wrigley, Clegg st, Oldham 

Standeven, James, and William Standeven, Halifax, Cabinet Makera, 
D-c 12 at 10 at offees of Rhodes, Horton st, Hal fax 

Sw-atman, Henry Comlev, Burton-on-Tren', C oper. Dee 17 at 2 at 
Swithtied Hotel, Derby st, Burton-on-Trent. Nash and Field, 
Quven s , Cheapside 

Tait, Andrew, Liverpool, Tailor. 
Harrin gto st, Liverpool 

Jaylor, Alfred Rycroft, Blackpool, Journalist. Dec 12 at 1! at officesof 
Morvan, Church st, Blackpool 

Thompson, J mes, Biackburn, Draper. Dec 11 at 3 at offices of Haworth 
Lord st West, Blac burn 

Thornton, Joveph, La-ds, Lithographer. Dac 11 at 3 at offices of Wood, 
bavk st, Leeds. Hopps aed Bedfird 

Thorpe, Robert Biggsllay, Rye, Sns:ex, Tobacconist. Dec 11 
at 12 at offices «f Slade Butler, Watchbell st, Rye 

Tu'vey, Harry Shrimpton, Aylesbury, Dealer in Lace. Dec 9 at 
3.0 at the One Beli Tavern, Thame. Biggenden, Finsbury sq, 
builiinges 

Tyrrel, Jot:n, Manchester, Tailor. 
Marsien st, Manchester 

Utting, Jolin, No wich, Boot and Shoe Mannfacturar. 
offices :t Miller anit Co., Bank bidngs, Norwich 

Vose, John George, Lancaster, Furniture Dealer. Dec 11 at 3 at office 
of Potier and Lowe, Mosley st, Manchester 

Ward, George Mansell, Birmingham, Root ani Shoe Manufacturer. 
Dec 8 at 2 at offices of Parry, Bennett's hill, Birmingham 

Woerren, John, Cheetham, Manchest+r, Bookkeeper. Dee 15 at3 at 
offices of Booth, Cooper +t, Manchester 

Wat«in-, John, H \Isworthy, Devon, Butcher. Dec 12 at 11.30 at offices 
of Thorne, C.stle +t, Barnstaple 

Watson, Konert Durrant, Rainham, Kent, Farmer. Dee 16 at offices of 
Wats n, Rainham 

Westlake, John Gregory, New Swindon, Boot and She Factor. Dec 
10 at 2 at the Spread cag'e Hotel, Gloucester. Kinnier and Tombs, 
Swindon 

We'son, Georce, Birmingham, Hosier, 
Bower and Co,, Paradise st, Birmingham 

Whear, Joshua, Kas: Dereham, Norfolk, General Ontfitter. Dee 17 
at 1 at the Royal Hotel, Norwich. Cooper and Norgate, East 
Der ham, Norfolk 

White, E:ward, Worksop, Nottingham, Hotel Manager. Dee 12 at3 
at the Incorpurated Law Scciety, Aldine ct, High st, Sheffield. 
Porret, Shetfe'd 

Wilkins, Henry, Lambonrne, Berks, Licensed Victualler. Dec 15 at 21 
at offices of Boodle, Albion Buildings, New Swindon 


De> 10 at 3 at offices of 


Dec 11 at ! at offices of 


Dec 10 at 3 at offices of 


Dec 9 at 4 at 


Dec 11 at 3 at offices of Lupton, 


Dee 12 at 3 at offices of Sumner, 


Dec ll at 3 at 


Dec 10 at 11 at offices of 
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Williams, David, Lantwit Major, Glamorgan, Farmer. Dec 16 at 12,3° 
at the Wyndham Arms Hotel, Bridgend. Ensor, Cardiff 

Williams, David, Brecon, Auctioneer. Dec 11 at 2 at offices of Bishop, 
Wheat st, Brecon 

Williams, Richerd, Portmadoc, Carnarvon, Stonecutter. Dec 11 at 1 
at the Commercial Hvtel, Portmadoc. Breese and Oo, Port- 
madoc 

Wilson, William, jun, Swindon, Wilts, Hosier. 
Pitt, St John st, Bristol 

Winter, Philip Henry, Swansea, Engineer. 
Jellicoe, Prospect pl, Swau sea 

Woods, Joseph, Lincoln, Engineer. Dec 15 at 3 at offices of Padley, 
Midland Bank chambers, Lincoln 

Wrigglesworth, Jonn, Skerne, York, Miller. Dec 12 at3 atthe Keys 
Hotel, Great Driffield. Foster and Co., Great Driffield 


Tvespay, Dec. 1, 1879. 


Amos, William Newton Trevelen, Bristol, Draper. 
offices of Mosely, Clare st, Bristol 
Andrew-, Stephen, Street, Some'set, Seedsman. 
offices of Bulleid, High st, Glastonbury 
Ashley, George, Rurco:n, Chester, Grocer. Dec 16 at 11 at ottices of 
Riigway and Worsley, Cairo st chambers, Warrington 
Ayres, William, Wisbech, Cambridge, Linen Draper. Dec 15 at 11 at 
offces of Welchwan and Carrick, the Crescent, Wisbech 
Band, William, and William Sefton Band, Worcester, Builders. Dec 12 
at 11 at oflices of Tree and Son, High st, Wirce ter 
Barnett, James, Bredwerd, Hereford, Farmer. Dcc 16 at 2 at offices of 
Cheese, Bridge st, Kington 
Baxter, Jchn, and William Baxter, Eccleshill, Bradford, Coal Mer- 
chants. Dec 11 at 11 at offices of Wright, Darley st, Bradford 
Baynton, Martha, Sedgley, Stafford, Farmer. Dec 18 at 3 at offices of 
Wilcock, Queen’s chambers, North st, Wolverhampton 
Beavon, Rob-rt, West Lavington, Wilts, Innkeeper. Dec 15 at 11 at 
offices of Randell, Exchange pl, Devizes. Marshall, Devizes 
Bedda!!, John, Brent Pelham, Hertford, Farmer. Dec 18 at 12 at offices 
of Baker and Thorneycroft, Bishops Stortford 
Beresford, Francis James, Bacup, Lancaster, Surgeon. Dec 16 at 3 
at offices of Svkes, Market pl, Manchester 
Turner, limo hy Thomas, Wilton rd, Pimlico, Job Master, Dec 17 at 12 
atthe Law Ins-titutionu, Chancery lane, in lieu of the date and place 
originally named 
Bingley, Peregr ne Taylor, Eldon ré, Kensington, General Agent. Dec 
23 at 3 at the Clarendon Hotel, Arundel st, Strand. Kisch ani Co, 
Chancery lane 
Biwer, George, Mid@lesborough, Grocer, Dec 10 at | at offices of Teale, 
Alberi rd, Middiesborongh 
Blackhurst, Samuel, Cellarhead, Stafford, Butcher. 
offices of Julian, Queen’s chambers, Kurslem 
Blackner, John Samuel. Sherwood, Nottingham, Ostler. Dee 19 at 3 at 
offices of Cockay ne, Fietcher gate, Nottingham 
Bourne, John, Birmingham, Electro Plate Manufacturer. 
at offices of Tyndall and Co, Waterloo st, Birmingham 
Bowker, Robert Combs, Manchester, Merchant. Dec 16 at 3 at offices 
of Grundy and Co, Booth st, Manchester 
Bramley, Peter, kipiey, Derby, Farmer, 
Briggs, Amen ailey, Derby 
Brittle, John, Long Eaton, Derby, Licensed Victualler. 
at offices of Lres, Middle pavement, Nottingham 
Bromley, Jo-eph, Dewsbury, Woollen Manutactur. r. 
offices of Shaw, B nd st, » ewsbury 
Brewn, Joseph Stanley, jun, Loughborough, Leicester, Brickmaker. 
Dec 16 at 3 at the Trade Prot ction Society, New st, Leices'er. 
Miles and Co, Leicester 
Bull, John, ani George Sal!oway, Derby, Coal Merchants, Dec 22 at 3 
at offices of R:botham, St Alkmund’s churchyard 
Burndred, Alfred, Hanley, Blacksmith. Dec 10 at 10 at offices of Ash- 
mall, Albion st, Hanley 
Burnley, Denby. Shipley, York, Boot and Shoe Dealer. Dec 15 at 1l 
at Talbot Hotel, Kirkgate, Bradford. Morgan, Shipley 
Cade, Edward, Mostyn terrace, North Brixton. Dec 11 at 10 at offices 
of Lewis, Chancery lane 
Canning, John Deste:, Polesworth, Warwick, Brick Manufacturer, 
Dec 15 at 12 at Queen’s Hotel, Stepnenson pl, Birmingham. Hodg- 
son and Haigh, Birmingh«m 
Christie, James, and Edward Christie, Lot’s rd, Chelsea, Millers. Dec 
16 at 12 at Law Institution, Chancery lane. Newman, Clifford’s 
inn, Fleet st 
Clamtree, Sarah, Sunderland, Milliner. Dec 16 at 11 at offices of Gra- 
ham. Jobn st, Sunderland, Shepherd, Sunderland 
Cole, El:zabeth, Didsbury, Lancaster, Florist. Dec 17 at 3 at offices 
of Orford and Milne, Fountain st, Manches‘er 
Crawshaw, Edmund Vickers, Manningham, York, Grocer. Dec 12 at 
3 at offices of Rennolls, Bridge st, Bradford 
Crockett, Frederick Thomas, Leinster terrace, Bayswater, Stationer. 
Dec 19 at 3 at offices of Letts, Bartlett’s buildings, Holborn circus 
Crompton, Ralph, Bury, Lancaster, Draper. Dec 15 at 3 at offices of 
Woodcock, Henry st, Bury 
Crowther, Joe, Higham, York, Farm Labourer. Dec 13 at 11 at offices 
of Senivr, Regent st, Barnsley 
Calshaw, Wi'iiam Henry, Liverpool, Wine and Spirit Merchant. Dec 
15 at 3 at offices of Gibson and Co, South John st, Liverpool. Stephen- 
son, Liverpool 
Dadley, Ann, Bristo!, Cutler. Dec 15 at 2.30 at offices of Olegg and 
Sons, Victoria chbrs, Figtree lane, Sheffield. Miller, Bristol 
Davies, Charles, and Chadwick Sunley, Leeds, Dealers in Fish and 
Fruit. Deo 13 at 12 at offices of Watson, Great George street. 


Dec 12 at 2 at offices of 
Dec 5 at 12 at offices of 


Dec 15 at 2 at 
Dec 18 at 1l at 


Dec 18 at 11 at 
Dec 17 at 3 


Dec 22 at 3 at offices of 
Dec 23 at 2 


Dec 16 at 3 at 


Leeds 

Davies, Herbert Henry, Carnarvon, Hotel Keeper. Dec 17 at 2 at 
Queen’s Hotel, Chester. Dew, Llandudno 

Daw, Albert George, King’s Pion, Hereford, Blacksmith, Dec 13 at 
2.30 at offices of Corner, High Town, Hereford 

Dowse, William, Gosberton, Lincoln, Baker. Dec 15 at 11 at offices of 
Dyer, Church lane, Boston 

Elliott, Johnson, Burnhope, Durham, Butcher. Dec 15 at 1) at offices 
of Salkeld, Elvet Bridge, Durham 

Ellis, Henry, Leytonstore, out of business. Dec 12 at 12 at offices of 

Betts, Southawpton st, Strand 








—— 

Emery, Edward, Oobridge, Stafford, Builder. Dec 11 at 11 at the - 
Queen’s Hotel, Hanley. Ayre 

English, Edward, Spennymoor, Durham, Boot Dealer. Dec 12 at 12 at - 
offices of Maw, jun, Bishop Auckland 

Evans, Frederick John, Lower Sloane st, Chelsea, Baker. Dee 9 at 1} 
at Wood’s Hotel, Portugal st, Lincoln inn fields. Harrison, Rich. . 
mond gardens, Shepherd's Bush i 

Evans, Jobn, Tring, Hertford, Ironmonger. Dec 16 at 11 at the Rosg 
and Crown Inn, Tring. Vaisey, Tring 

Farmer, Edwin, Kyrewood, Worcester, Farmer. Dec 17 at 12,80 at. 
the Rose and Crown Inn, Burford, near Tenbury. Preston gnq: 
Davies, Tenbury 

Farmbrough, Joseph Monk, Dinton, Buckingham, Farmer, Dec 17 gt 
12 at offices of Fell, Rickford’s hill, Aylesbury 

Feil, George, Ulverston, Lancaster, Carter. Dec 13 at 11 at the- 
Temperance Hall, Ulverston. Pearson, Ulverston 

Frost, Thomas, John Frost, and Janes Hollingworth Frost, 
Stone Masous, Dec 15 at 3 at offices of Grandy and Qo, 
Bury 

Giblin, John, Laindon Hills, Essex, Farmer. Dec13 at 1 at the 
Saracen’s Head Hotel, Chelmsford. Lewis, jan, Brentwood 

Giblivn, Thomas, Bolton, Licensed Victualler. Dec 13 at 11 at offices of 
Dutton, Acresfi-ld, Bolton 

Gleave, Samuel, Manch:ster, Eating house Keeper, 
offices of Heath and Sons, Swen st, Manchester 

Grainge, Thomas, Gresham st, Warehouseman. Dee 11 at 2 at offices 
of Everett and Smith, Cheapside. Philp, Walbrook 

Green, George, Cape, Smethwick, Stafford, out of business. 
3 at offices of Boraston, Ann st, Birmingham 

Greenwood, Augustus, Cholsey, Berks, Farmer. 
George Inn, High st, Wallingford 

Gritiiths, George, James st, Westbourne terrace, Upholsterer. Dec 17 
at 2 at offices of Hamlin and Grammer, Stapie inn, Holbora 

Hague, James, Holmes, York, Grocer. Dec 12 at 11 at offices of 
Weir, Main st, Rotherham. Evans, Rotherham 

Hale, Henry George, Park st, Southwark. Preserved Provision Mer- 
chant, Dec 19 at 2 at Guildhall Tavern, Gresiam st. Jenkinson 
and Olivers, Corbet ct, Gracechurch st 

Halliday, Richard, Halifax, out of burines-, 
Holroyd and Smith, Ward: end, Halitax 

Ham, Henry, Thomas, Oxford, Publican. Dec 17 at 12 at officesof 
Bickerton, St Michaels chambers, Ship st, Oxford 

Hawkins, Henry Newton Samuel, Hastings, Gent. 
offices of Mann, Robertson st, Hastings 

Heron, Rawlings, Blackheath, Butcher, Dec 15 at 3 at offices of Wood, 
Fish st hill 

Hill, Frederck, Wolverhampton, Oil Mauufacturer, Dec 13 at b 
at Union Hotel, Union st, Birmingham. Riley, Wo:-verhampton 

Hodgson, William, Keighley, York, Tailor. Dec 16 at 3 at Alexandra 
Hote!, Gt Horton lane, Bradford. Robinson and Robinson, Keighley 

Hodson, ‘homas, and William Hodson, Preston, Nurserymen. Declé 
at 3 at offices of Dean, Lune st, Preston 

Horwood, Heury, Cinderford, Gioucester, Grocer. Dc 17 at 3at- 
Townhal!, Cinderford. Goldring 

Howson, James, Preston, Wholesale Baker. Dee 16 at 8 at offices of 
the County Court, Winckley st, Preston 

Hunt, Artnur John, Drayton tarrace, Peckham, Solicitor’s Clerk. Dee 
10 at | at offices of Knight and Ravenhill, New Broad st buildings 

Hutchin, George, and Thomas Joseph Heath, Liverpool, Biscuit Manu 
facturers. Dec 18 at 2 at offic:s of Sheen and Broadbvurst, North 
John st, Liverpool. Gee, Liverpool. 
Jackson, Benjamin Gabb, Leicester, Timber Merchant. 
offices of Owston and Dickinson, Friar jane, Leicester 
Jeffer.on, Alfred Cousin, Low Harrogate, York, Grocer. 
at otlices of Richardson and Byron, Harroga‘e 

Jewell, Thomas, Bristol, Cabinet Maker. Dec 12 at 2 at offices of Sibly, 
Exchange West, Bristol 

Jones, George James, Lakesend, Norfolk, Farmer. Dec 15 at 12.30 at 
the County Court-bouse, Downhan Market. Reed and Waymaa 
Downham Market 

Jones, Issac, Bedford, Draper. Dec 15 at 12 at 145, Cheapside. Cc- 
quest and Clare, Bedtord 

Kempton, Robert, Kingsdown, Bristo!, Lay Clerk. Dec 10 at 12a 
offices of E-sery, the Guildhall, Broad st, Bristol 

Kittier, James Henry, South Wharf, Paddington, out of business. Dee 
10 at 12 «t the Westbourne pk Res:aurant, Craven rd, Paddingion. 
Rawlins, Queen Victoria st 

Lee, Samuel, Leeds, Hardware Merchant. 
Raper, East parade, Leeds 

Lewis, John, Cardiff, Ooal Merchant. Des 15 at 11 at offices of Hera, 
Saint Mary st, Cardiff. Hindley, Cardiff 

Little, John, Gateshead, Durham. Flour Dealer, Dec 17 at 11 at offices 
at Keeulyside and Co, St. John’s chambers, Grainger st West, New 
castie-upon-Tyne 

Longhurst A fred Thomas, Sunningdale, Berks, Grocer. Dec 16 at 
12 at Inns of Court Hote!, Holborn. Bea e and Martin, Reading 

Masterson, William, Kirkley, Suffolk, Tailor. Dec 22 at 12 at offices 
of Archer, London rd, Lowestoft 

Middleton, Henry, Witton, near Birmingham, Innkeeper’s Managet. 
Dec 11 at 11 at oftices of Simmons, Ben: ett’s hill Birmingham 

Moore, Hannab, Cleckheaton, York, General Dealer. Dec 12 at 3at 
offices of Clough, Railway st, Cleckheaton 

Moorehouse, James Ellison, Manningham, York, Merchant. Dec 11 at 
11 at offices of Rawson, George, and Wade, Piccadilly, Bradford 

Morphet, James Dawson, High Bentham, York, Wine M-rchant, Dee 
16at2at Royal Oak Hotel, Hich Bentham Thompson, High Benthay 

Morril!, Thomas, Eastwood, Nottinzham, Greengrocer. Dec 15 at 12 ab 
offiees of St Peter’s chambers, St Pefér’s ga.e, Notiingham. Brittle, 
Nottingham 

Newbury, Thomas, Colaton, Raleigh, Devon, Innkeeper. Dec 12 at? 
at offices of Southcott, Old Post Office st, Exeter. Vine, Exmouth 

Niblett, James, New Radnor, Radnor, Builder, Dec 12 at 11.30ab 
Oxford Arms Hotel, Kington. Corner, Hereford 

Palmer, Jobn Whittle, Isle Abbotts. Somerset, Farmer. Dec 18 at l2 
at offices of Reed and Oook, Paul ct, taunton 

Palmer, William Haywood, York, Boot and Shoe Maker. Dec 15at lb 

at offices of Anderson, Stonegate, York 


Bu 
Union x. 


Dec 15 at 3 at 


Tree i2 at 
Dec 16 at 12.30 at the 


D:c 12 at 3 at offices of 


Dec 12 at ILat 


Dec 22 at 3at 
Dee 16 at 2 


D.c 12 at 3 at offices d 
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parker, Alfred, Adwalton, near Leeds, Fire Brick Merchant. Dec 16 
it Sat offices of Ibberson, Westgate, Dewsbury 

pysbins, Christopher, Catherine et, Strand, Mineral Water Manufac- 
qurers. Dec 13 at 2 at offices of Ambrose and Co, Grecian Cuambers, 


James, Gloucester, Innkeeper. Dec 15 at 3 at offices of Haines, 
We te cham Berkeley st, Gloucester 
Bay James, South Norwood, Builder, Dec 16 at 12 at offices 
{ , Moorgate st 
George, East Dereham, Norfolk, Baker, Dec 15 at 2 at Green’s 
Private Hotel, East Dereham. Cooper and N gate, East Dereham. 
foe, Robert, Brighton, Auctioneer. Dec 15 at 2 at offices of Edmonds 
‘and Co, Cheapside. Cockburn, Brighton : ; 
ler, William, and Robert Andrews, Barrow-in-Furness, Builders, 
Dec 18 at 2 at Commercial Hotel, Strand, Barrow-in-Furness. Tay- 
, Barrow-in-Furness 
y, William Edmond, Tysull, nr Wolverhampton, out of business, 
Dec 18 at 11 at Queen’s Hotel, Stephenson pl, Birmingham. Shake- 


, Oldbury 
smoderson, William, Middlesborough, Joiner. Dec 12 at3 at offices of 
Bainbridge and Barnley, Albert rd, Middi sborough 
Samer, Sydney, Hasting, Dealer in Beriin Wool. Dec 12 at 3 at 
of Mann, Robertson st, Hastings 
Show, Jobn, Blackley, Manchester, Coal Merchant. Dec 17 at 11 at 
offices of Whitehead, Ridgfield, Manchester 


Simms, Samuel, Bristol, Beer Retailer. Dec 9 at 12 st offices of Sher-* 


rard, John st, Bristol 

Smith, Frank, Radford, Grocer. Dec 19 at 12 at offices of Brittle, 
St Peter’s chambers, Peter gate, Nottiogham 

Smith, William, Drayton St Leonard’s, Oxtord, 20 occupation. Dec 
2 at 11 at offiees of Mallam, High st, Oxford 

ftarnes, Albert Richard, Hastings, Dairyman. Dee 13 at 11 at offices 
of Mann, Robertson st, Hastings 

Stewardson, William Harper, Heigham, Norwich, no occupation. Dec 
10 at 4 at offices of Stanley, Bank Plain, Nurwich 

fonderland, Joseph Henry, Hereford, Auctioneer. Dec 16 at 11 at 
offices of Llanwarne, St John st, Hereford 

Tate, John, Kingatem-upon-Hull, Cowkeeper. Dec 12 at 3 at offices of 
laverack, Land of Green Ginger, Kingston-upon- Hull 

Toop, Charles, Folke, Dor-et, Farmer. Dec 13 at 3 at the Digby 
Hotel, Sherbone, Watts. Yeovil 

Toop, Thomas, Sherborne, Dorset, Yeoman. Dec 13 at 1 at the Digby 
Hotel, Sherborne. Watts, Yeovil 

Turner, Alexander, Canamore terrace, Twickenham, Draper. Dec 15 
at 4 at offices of Lay, Staple inn, Holborn 

Tyler, Samuel, Saint George, Gloucester, Farmer. Dez 16 at 11 at 
offices of Atchley, Clare st, Bristol 

Valle, George, Brook rd, Upper Holloway, Sorveving Instrument 
Maker. Dec 11 at 3 at 33, High st, Kingsland Fenton 

Vaughan, Thomas, Crewe, Chester, Beer Ritailer. Dec 16 at 11 at 
Albert chambers, Church Side, Crewe. Pointon 

Watkins, Robert, Presteign, Radnor, Farmer. Des 15 at 12 at the 
Castle Hotel, Presteign. Moore, Leominster 

Whale, John, Landport, Hants, Grocer. Dec 15 at 11 at the Bedford 
Hotel, Commercial rd, Landport. King, Por'sea 

Whiteratt, William Storer, Whitwick, Leicester, Butcher. Dec 16 at 
12 at offices of Deane and Hands, Market place, Lough borough. 

Whittaker, William, Leigh, Lancester, Master Brickiayer. Dec 17 at 
12 at offiees of Moore, Upper Bank st, Warrington 

Wilkinson, Joseph, Leeds, Woollen Manufacturer. Dec 15 at 2 at 
offices of Crumbie, Cookridge st, Leeds 

Wilson, James, Awre, Gloucester, Miller. Dec 16 at 12 at New Inn 
Hotel, Northgate{st, Gloucester. Goold and Gilbert 

Wise, John, Cuertsey, Surrey, Corn and Coal Merchant. Dec 15 at 3 
atoffices of Anderson and Sons, Ironmonger lane 

Yeates,,Ann Sewell, Sawbridgeworth, Hertford, H usekeener. Dec 16 
at 2 at Green Dragon Hotel, Bishopsgate st Within. Foster, Hert- 


0 
Yorke, John Southwell, Metheringham, Lincoin, Grocer. Dec 18 at 2 
atoffices of Staniland and Wizglesworth, Hizh st, Boston 





5 
SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 
Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 

Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, with the 
excess of fat extracted. 

The Faculty pronounce it ‘‘the most nutritious, perfectly digestible 

rage for Breakfa-t, Luncheon, or Supper, and invaluable for 
Invalids and Children.” 
{ Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits all palates, 
keeps better in all climates, and is four times the strength of cocoas 
THICKENED yet WEAKENED with starch, &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER 
than such Mixtures. 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful to a Break 
ast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 


EDE AND S50N 


ROBE aR MAKERS 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the Judicial Bencln 
Corporation of London, &c, 


SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN’S COUNSEL’S DITTO, 


CORPORATION ROBES UNIVERSITY S CLERGY GOWNS, &C- 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
W ANTED, in a Country Office of general practive,. 


& Managing Clerk, a good Conveyancer, with fair general ex- 
perience.—Apply, by letter, to C., Messrs. Dunn & Duncan, 9, Fleet- 
street, London, 


AW.—Re-engagement shortly Required by a 
Solicitor, now the Managing Clerk in a large office (holding ap- 
pointments) of general practice in the Mid] and Counties.—Address 
W. B., care of Messrs. Waterlow Bros. & Layton, Birchin-lane, London,. 


AW EXAMINATIONS.—Mr. Atzerr Sr. Pav 

_4 (M.A.Oxon), Solicitor, prepares gentlemen for theirPreliminary, 

Intermediate, and Final Examinations, either privately, or in class. 
Resident pupils received.—Address, 11. Staple-inn, London, W.C. 


N R. INDERMAUR (Clifford’s Inn Prizeman,. 
Editor of the Law Student’s Journal, and Author of Various. 

Works for Law Students) receives pupils for all tega! Examinations, 

or reading both in class and privately, and also prepares students 

through the post. The number in each class is limited to12. At the 

Final (Solicitors) for last five terms in succession, pupils have taken 

Honours. During that time 68 sent up, of whom 61 passed, 10 of these - 
taking Honours.—For terms and further particulars apply, personally. 
or by letter, to Mr. InpermMaurR, 22, Chancery-lane, London, 


MALL BOYS.—A Beneficed Clergyman, having a 
commod'ous rectory, ead wishing to increase his school of 50 boys 
seeks§two or three brothers of good birth at821 guineas a year each.” 
Education high order. Oxford and Cambridge Tutors, including three 
clergymen. Locality thorougtly healthy.—Address, HEapMasTER,. 
care of Mr. Berry, 29, Paternoster-square, E.C. 

















O SOLICITORS.—Rooms (best part of Regent- 

street), Four excellent, suitable for professional purposes.—S. 

care hed W. Dierken, Estate Agent, 2), Mortimer-street, Regent 
street, W. 


OYAL COURTS of JUSTICE.—Cause and 
Appeal Lists and all Official Papers fur Chancery and Common 

Law Divisions supplied to Subscribers at £2 2s. per annum.—T#HoMAS 
Scott, 1, Warwick-court, Holbor iP 


INTS on ADVOCACY.—By a BARRISTER. 


Second Edition (revised and enlarged). Price 5s. 
Warsrtow Bros, & Layton, 24, Birchin-lane, London 














Now ready, price 9d. ‘. 
HE LAW ALMANACK for 1880, Published by 
Tuomas Scort, Warwick-°ourt, Holborn; Hamitton & Co., 
Paternoster-row ; and sold by all Law Book«ellers and Stationers. 


Now ready, Sixth Edition, Price 10s. 6d. 
UIDE to the PREPARATION of BILLS of 
COSTS, containing Practical Directions for Taxing Costs in 
Chancery Division, Precedents of Costs in all the Divisions of the High 
Court of Justice, Precedents of Costs in Crown Office, Conveyancing, 
County Court, House of Lords, Lunacy, Privy Council, Probate Division 
Non-Contentious), and under Winding-up Acts, the Lands Clanses 
onsolidation Act, &c.,&c. To which is added the Rules and Orders 
relating to Costs and Fees under the Supreme Court of Judicature Act. 
With a copious Index to the Solicitor’s Charges and Court Fees. By 
THOMAS W. PRIDMORE, one of the Principal Clerks in the Chancery 
Taxing Master’s Office of ber Majesty’s High Court of Justice. 

Lonpvon : Published by WATERLOW & SONS, Luwrep, 

London Wal!, Great meets E.C., and 49, Partiament-street, 








CocoaTiIna A La VANILLE is the most delicate, digestible, cheapest 
bar] Chocolate, and may be taken when richer chocolate is pro- 
In tin packets at 1s, 6d., 3s., &c., by Chemists and Grocers, 

Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
H. SCHWEITZER & CO., 10, Adam-street, London, W.C. 


PAINLESS DENTISTRY. 


MR. G. H. JONES, 
SURGEON DENTIST, 
57, GREAT RUSSELL-STREET, BLOOMSBURY 

(Immediately opposite the British Museum), 
Will be glad to forward his new Pamphlet gratis and post-free, which 
explains the only perfectly painless systern of adapting ARTIFICIAL 
TEETH (protected by Her Majesty’s Royal Letters Patent), which 
have obtained five Prize Medals, London 1862, Paris 
1867, Philadelphia 1876, Vienna 1873, and New York 
1858.~Consultation daily free. 








Complete in 94 vols., royal 8vo. 
HE LAW REPORTS, 1866—1875, issued under 
authority of the Incorporated Council of Law Reporting for 
England and Wales. The Publishers beg to announce that the Statates 
for the years 1869, 1870, and 1871, which for a considerable period were 
out of print, having been Jately reprinted, they ara now again eoabled 
to offer complete sets of the Law Keports for these years on iavourab!e 
terms, and invite applications for farther particulars. 
London: Wa. Ctowses & Sons, 51, Carey-street, Lincoln’s-inn, W.C. 
BOROUGH OF BIRMINGHAM. 
/ Corporation is prepared to Accept LOANS of 
£100 and upwards, on security of the Local Rates, at £3} per 
cent., repayable at any time on six months’ notice; or for periods of 
three, four, or five years at £33 per cent. per annum. The Interest. 
ayable half-yearly. 
Offers of Loans to be addressed to 
WILLIAM R. HUGHES, Treasurer, 
Treasurer’s Department, The Coancil House, 
Eden-place, 10th April, 1879, 
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5 © ieemcaieces UsiGn. ASSURANCE COM- 


FIRE—LIFE—MARINE. 
Curer Orrices: 19 anp 20, CORNHILL, LONDON. 


'IVHE STANDARD LIFE ASSURANCE COM- 
PANY.—Established 1825, 
SPECIAL NOTICE.—DIVISION OF PROFITS. 

The Company’s business year will shortly close, and to secure the 
advantage of this year’s entry to the Profit Scheme proposals should 
be lodged with the Company at orce. 

The TENTH Division of Profits will take place in 1880, and all who 
take out policies now will rank for two years’ profits on that occasion. 

For the very LIBERAL CONDITIONS of the Standard Policy see 
Prospectus. Attention is particularly directed to the Company’s New 
System of Secured Payment Policies. Purticulars on application. 

AMOUNT OF ASSURANCES. 
Accepted during the last five years............ £6,220,284 
Subsisting Assurances.,...........0. eee wee 19,005,152 
Revenue upwards of.. 760,090 
Assets upwards Of.........ccsccessesssees 5,250,000 
H, JONES WILLIAMS, General Secretary for England. 

Edinburgh—3 and 5, George-street (Head Office). 

London—8s2, King William-street, E.C., and 3, Pall Mall East, 8.W. 

Dublin—66, Upper Sackviile-street. 





INDIA AND THE COLONIES. 
Agencies and Local Boards in India, and in all the British Colenies. 


AW UNION FIRE and LIFE INSUKANCE 
COMPANY. Chief Office—126, Chancery-lane, London, W.C 
The Funds in hand and Capital subseribed amount to upwards of 
£1,500,000 sterling. 
Chairman—James Cuppon, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, Goldsmith-build 
ing, Temple. 
Deputy-Chairman—C, Pemserton, Esq. (Lee & Pembertons), Solicitor 
44, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 
Every description of Fire and Life Insurance business transacted. 
The Directors iavite attention to the new form of Life Policy, which 
free from all conditions. 
The Company advances Money on Mortgage of Life Interest and 
Reversions, whether absolute or contingent. 
Prospectuses, Copies of the Directors’ Report, and Annual Balance 
sheet, and every information, sent post free, on application to 
FRANK M‘GEDY,. Actvary and Secretary 


NION BANK OF AUSTRALIA’ 
Established 1837. 
Paid-up capital ..cccesccccevecccesccces £1,487,500 
Reserve 1Und.cccccsssccccccsccscctccccce 800,000 
LETTERS of CREDITand BILLS on DEMAND, or at Thirty Days’ 
Sight, are granted on the Bank’s Branches throughout Australia and 
New Zealand. BILLS on the Colonies are negotiated and sent for 
collection. DEPOSITS are received, for fixed periods, on terms which 
may be ascertained on application. 
W. R. MEWBURN, Manager. 


1. Bank-buildings, Lothburv, London, E.C. 


‘[PHE TRUSTEES’, EXECUTORS’, and AGENCY 
COMPANY (LIMITED), MELBOURNE, VICTORIA. 


The Company will act as Trustee or Executor, or as agent for 
Trustees, or Executors, or for Principals, who, from absence, ill-health, 
or other cause, are unabie or unwiliing to act for themselves, and, in 
this capacity will receive and pay over as directed Legacies, Annuities, 
Dividends, Rents, Interest on Debentures, or Mortgages, and wili sell or 
let Landed Property. 

Referees in London :— 

Bawx or Avustratasia, Threadneedle-street, and 
Messrs. Stapen & Mackenzie, Solicitors, 1, Delahay-street, West- 
minster. 














SALES FOR THE YEAR 1880. 


ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, & FARMER 
beg to announce that their SALES of LANDED ESTATES, 
Town, Suburban, and Country Houses, Business Premises, Building 
Land, Ground-rents, Reversions, Shares, and other Properties, will be 
held at the Auction Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, near the Bank of England, 
«in the City of London, as follows :— 
Tuesday, Jan, 6 Tuesday, May 4 
Tuesday, Jan. 20 Tuesday, May 11 
Tuesday, Fed. 3 Tuesday, May '8 
Tuesday, Feb. 17 Tuesday, May 25 
Tuesdey, March 2 Tuesoay, June 1 
Tuesday, Merch 9 Tuesday, June 8 
Tuesday, March 16 Tuesday, June 15 
Tuesdey, March 23 Tuesday, June 22 
Tuesday, April 6 Tuesday, June 29 
Tuesday, April 13 Tuesday, July 6 
Tuesday, April 20 Tuesday, July 13 Tuesday, Nov. 16 
Tuesday, April 27 Tuesday, July 20 Tuesday, December 7 
Auctions can also be beld on other days besides those above specified. 
Due notice in any case should be given, in order to insure proper pub- 
licity ; the period between such notice and the auction must, of 
course, considerably deperd upon the nature of the property intended 
to be sold.—80, Cheapside, London, E.C. 


Tuesday, July 27 
Tuesday, August 3 
Tuesday, August 10 
Tuesday, August 17 
Tuesday, Augurt 24 
Tuesday, August 31 
Tuesday, October 5 
Tuesday, October 12 
Tuesday, October 19 
‘Tuesday, Nov. 2 








AW COURTS CHAMBERS, 33, Chancery-lane. 
To be Let, two very good rooms on First Floor. Rent £85, | free 
of rates and taxes.—Apply to Hatt Porter, on the premises. 





Valuable Free hold’and Leasehold Estates, 
ESSRS. C. C. & T. MOORE will SELL by 
AUCTION, at the MART, on THURSDAY, DECEMBER 4} at 
ONE for 1 WO c’elcek the following PROPERTY ~ 

UPPER NORWOOD.— NET INCOME of £57 10s. per annum, arising 
cut of the substaniial business premises in Westow-street, Corner of 
Church-read, Upper Norwood. Let on lease for 21 years, at £99 
annom, lessees paying all outgoings, Held for 5! years, at £32 10s per 
a nnvm.— Vendor’s Solicitors, Messrs, R. & E. Bastard, 2, Brabant-court, 
P bilr ot-lane, E.C. 

POPLAR — Capital corner BUSINESS PREMISES and DWELLING 
H CUSE adjoining, 41 and 4, Upper North-street. No 41 let at £29 188, 
No. 43, in ocevpation of vendor, is fitted up for carrving on 8 first. 
class baker's business. Goodwill and fixtures included in Purchase, 
The whole held tcr 44 years at £70, And two five-roomed houses 27 
Svffolk-street, and 27, Northumber’and-itreet. Let at £44 4s, Tem 
74 years. Grou d rent £6,—Vendor’s Solicitor, W. A. Brown, Exq,, 58, 
Linco'n’s-inr -fields, W.c. 

HORNSEY.—Three desirable plots cf FREEHOLD BUILDING 
LAND, situate in Clarendon-read, Hornsey-lane, frontage 17ft. 5 each, 
éepth 119ft. each.—Vendor’s Solicitors, Messrs. A, J. & T. Child, 2, 
Peul’s Bekehouse-ccu't, Doctors’-commons, E.C. 

WESTOW HILL, UPPER NORWOOD.—A 10-roomed RESIDENCE, 
with domestic offices and gcod garcens back and front, No. 27, Camden. 
hill-villas, Woodland-road, Westow-bill ; annual value, £52 10s. The 
house is in gocd repair, and well fitted up with suitable fixtures— 
Vendor’s Solicitors, Messrs, Bolton and Co., 3, Temple-gardeng, 

Temple, E.C, 

S1EPNEY.—The cepital corner BUSINESS PREMISES, No, 9, 
Spring-garden-place, house and shop acjoining, and a four-roomed 
house, 146, (1d Church-road, let at £42 1%s.; together with the good. 
will-in-trade of a grocer and cheesemonger as carried on for many 
years, ‘Ihe whole held for 174 years unexiired, at a rental of 

ng per annum.—Vendor’s Solicitor, T, H. Neal, Esq., 8, Old Jewry, 


Particulars of the Vendors’ Solicitors as above, at the Mart, and at 
the Anctioneers’ Offices, 144, Mile End-road, E. 


ODEL SETS of OFFICES.—8 or 16 Rooms, 

Two self-contained sets of premises, 14 and 15, Union-court, 

Old Broad-street, to be Let, Strong-rorm and all conveniences,— 
Mersrs. Di zgnnaM, Tewson, & FARMER, 80, Cheapside, E.C. 


ESSRs. DEBENHAM, TEWSON & FARMER'S 
u LIST of ESTATES and HOUSES to be SOLD or LET, including 
Landed Estates, Town and Country Residences, Hunting and Shooting 
Quarters, Farms, Ground Rents, Rent Charges, House Property and 
Investments generally, is published on the first day of each month, 
and may be obtained, free ofcharge, at their offices, 80, Cheapside, B.C, 
or wil) be sent by postin return for two stamps,—Particulars for insers 
tion should be received not later than four days previous tothe end 
of the nrecedine month. 


LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and LONDON. and 
COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT OFFICE. 
No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET STREET. 
ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, begs to 
direct the attention of the Legal Profession to the advantages 
of his long experience of upwards of thirty years, in the special in. 
sertion of all pro forma notices, &c., and hereby solicits their continue? 
support.—N.B. One copy of advertisement only required, and the strictest 
care and promptitude assured. Officially stamped forms for adverstise 
ment and file of ** Landon Gazette’ kept. By anvointment. 


PARTRIDGE & COUPER, 

WHOLESALE AND RETAIL STATIONERS 

192, Fleet-street, and | & 2, Chancery-lane, London, E,C. 
Carriage paid to the Country on Orders exceeding 20s, 

Daart Paper, 5s., 6s. 6d., 78. 6d., 78. 9d.,and 9s, 9d. per ream. 

Brikr Paprr, 15s. 6d., 17s. 6d., and 23s, 6d. per ream. 

Foorscap Paper, 10s. 6d., 14s. 6d., and 18s. 6d. per ream. 

Cream-Laip Nore, 3s., 4s., and 58. per ream. 

Lar@e Caram-vaip Note, 48. 64., 6s. 6d., and 8s. per ream, 

Lag@e BuvE Nore, 38, 6d., 4s. 6d., and 68. 6d. per ream. 

Enve orgs, Cream oR Buve, 3s, 9d., 4s. 6d., and 68. 6d. per 1000. 

Tue ‘* TempLe’’ ENVELOPE, extra secure, 9s. 6d, per 1000, 

Fooutscap OrFic1aL Envexores, ls. 9d. per 100. 

PARTRIDGE & Cooper’s VELLUM Wove Cxus-Hovse Nore, 98.64, 
ream. Thisincomparable Paper has raised up a host of worthless 
imitations. Purchasers are particularly requested to observe that 
each sheet bears the fac-simile water-mark, ‘*PARTRIDGE & 
COOPER’S VELLUM-WOVE CLUB-HOUSE PAPER,” without 
which none is genuine. 

[NDENTURE Sk1ns, Printed and Machine-ruled, 2s. 5d. 
doz., 135s. per roll. 

Seconps oR FotLowers, Ruled, 2s. 1d, each, 24s, perdozen, 115s, per 
roll. 

Records oR MemoriA.s, 8d, each, 7s, 6d. per dozen, 


Ledgers, Day Books, Cash Books, Letter or Minute Books 
An 


immense stock in various bindings. 














ch, 288, per 





Anns LL WHISKY. 


INAHAN’S LL WHISKY. Pure, Mild and 
Mellow, Delicious and most Wholesome. Universally recom 
mendad by the Profession. The Cream of Old Irish Whiskies. 


INAHAN’S LL WHISKY. Dr. Hassall says— 

“ Soft and Mellow, Pure, well Matured, and of very excellent 

quality.” 

INAHAN’S LL WHISKY. Gold Medal, Paris 

Exhibition, 1878 ; Dublin Exhibition, 1865, the Gold Medals 
20, Great Titchfield Street, London, W. 











